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DECLARATION OF THE RECORD OF DECISION 

Site Name and Location 

Idaho :'\uclear Technology and Engineering Center, Waste Area Group 3 
Operable L:nit 3-13 
Idaho :\ational Engineering and Environmental Laboratory (CERCLIS ID 4890008952) 
Idaho Falls. Idaho 

Statement of Basis and Purpose 

The Idaho '.\fuclear Technology and Engineering Center (INTEC) (fonnerly the Idaho Chemical 
Processing Plant) Waste Area Group (WAG) 3 is one of IO Idaho ,ational Engineering and 
Environmental Laboratory (I'.':EEL) WAGs identified in the Federal Facility Agreement and Consent 
Order (FFA.CO) by the U.S. Department of Energy Idaho Operations Office (DOE-ID), the lJ.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region IO.and the Idaho Department of Health and Welfare 
(IDHW). Operable Unit (OlJ) 3-13 is listed as the "WAG 3 Comprehensive Remedial Investigation 
(Rl),.Feasibility Study (FS)" in the FFAiCO (DOE-ID 1991 ). The objective of the comprehensive Rl/FS 
is to: (I) review previous WAG 3 investigations, (2) investigate release sites not previously evaluated, 
( 3) detennine the risks posed by individual release sites and the overall risk posed by the WAG, and 
(4) identify, screen, and analyze remedial alternatives for release sites where risks are determined to be 
greater than allowable levels . 

This Record of Decision (ROD) presents the disposition of 101 identified release sites including 
four newly identified sites.. Sixty-one release sites were determined to exhibit unacceptable risks that if 
not addressed may present an imminent and substantial endangerment to human health and the 
environment. Appropriate remedies for 55 of the sites are described in this ROD, while the remaining six 
sites were judged to be more appropriately managed under other OUs, WA Gs, or INEEL regulatory 
programs. lnfomiation is provided in this ROD to support the remedial action decisions for the 55 release 
sites where contamination presents unacceptable risks or poses a threat, and to support the '"No Action" 
and .. ,o Further Action" decisions for the other 40 sites. These remedial actions are chosen in 
accordance \Vith the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act 
(CERCLA) of 1980 as amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA) of 
1986. and to the extent practicable. with the :-.;ational Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution 
Contingency Plan (NCP). The selected remedial actions are also intended to satisfy the requirements of 
the FFAiCO. These decisions are based on the Administrative Record for WAG 3, OU 3- I 3. 

The DOE-ID is the lead agency for the remedy decisions under Executive Order 12580. The EP:\ 
appro\es the decisions, and along with the IDHW. has participated in the selection of the final remedies. 
The IDHW concurs with the selected remedies for the WAG 3 sites of concern. the ··No Action·· and '":\o 
Further Action" detem1inations, and the sites that will be administered under other !SEEL regulatory 
programs. The basis for decisions are made in this ROD and documented in the Administrative Record 
for \\.'AG 3. Ol' 3-13. The DOE. EPA. and IDHW will be collectin!ly referred to as the Agencies in this 
document. 



Assessment of the Site 

Fift~ -the of the I IJ I tdenti tied release sites \\ ithin \VAG 3 ha\'e actual or threatened relea~es of 
haLardous substances that. if not addressed by implementing the response actions selected in this ROD. 
may prcsem an imminent and substantial endangerment to human health and·or the environment. Six 
01her sites are 1Jentitied in this ROD that will be managed under other OL's. WA Gs. or 1-:,.;EEL regulatory 
program:;. The response actions selected in this ROD are designed to reduce the potential threats to 
human health and or the em ironment to acceptable le\'els. The remaining 40 sites are designated as .. ~o 
Action .. or .. '.\o Further Action .. sites. Thirty-four of these 40 sites are detem1ined to have an acceptable 
risk to human health and or the em ironment. under current industrial and future potential residential land 
use. and are designated as ··~o Action·· sites. The six other sites are identified as .. No Further Action" 
and may present an unacceptable risk to human health if land use changes prior to 2095 or if future 
construction requires exca\'ations belO\v the assumed 3 m (IO ft) residential basement scenario. 

Description of the Selected Remedies 

The \\:AG 3 release sites \\,ere grouped according to shared characteristics or common contaminant 
sources. The seven groups include: (I) Tank Fam, Soils. (2) Soils Under Buildings and Structures. 
(3) Other Surface Soils. (4) Perched Water. (5) Snake River Plain Aquifer (SRPA). (6) Buried Gas 
Cylinders. and (7) SFE-20 Hot Waste Tank System. Because the release sites in each group have 
common characteristics or contaminants. a single remedy is selected for all release sites within each 
group. In addition. those sites classified as '":,,io Further Action" sites require institutional controls to 
remain protective. Institutional Controls are also a part of the remedy for each of the seven groups 
described below. Institutional Controls will be established in accordance with the requirements set forth 
in the April 1999. EPA Region JO Policy. The selected remedy for each group is described below. 

Tank Farm Soils Interim Action (Group 1) 

The Tank Fam, Soils represent principal threat \i,astes due to direct radiation exposure to workers 
or the public: and due to potential leaching and transport of contaminants to the perched water or the 
SRPA." sole source aquifer. A final remedy for the Tank Farm Soils release sites has been deferred 
pending further characterization and coordination of any proposed remedial actions \\'ith the Idaho High 
Level \\'astc !HLW) and Facilities Disposition (FDl En\'ironmental Impact Statement (EIS). currently in 
preparation. A separate Rl:FS. Proposed Plan. and ROD will be prepared for the Tank Farm Soils under 
OC 3-14. Interim actions\\ ere C\'aluated to pro\'i<le protection until a final remedy is developed and 
implemented. The selected Tank Farm Soils Interim .-\ction is Institutional Controls with Surface \\'ater 
Control. The major components of this remedy include: 

• Restrict access to control exposure to \\Orkers and pre\'ent exposure to the public from .;oib 
at the Tank Fam1 until implementation of the tinal remedy under OL' 3-14 

• Accommo<latl! a I in 25-year. ~4-hour storm C\ ent with surface water run-on diversion 
.:h~mnels 

• \1tnim11.e precipitation infiltration by grading and -;urface sealing the Tank Fflrm Soils 
-.ut"tic1ent to <lt\ert XI)",> of the ;l\erage annual precipitation falling ori the Tank Farm Sods 
.m~a 
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The Agencies believe this interim action i.vill be protective of human health and the environment 
while the OC 3-14 RI:FS is being performed and a final remedy is selected. The interim action will 
comply with applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements ( ARA Rs). be cost effective. and is 
consistent with the expected final Tank Farm remedy or the HL W&FD EIS. The Tank Farm Soils group 
includes one new site. CPP-96 (Tank Fann Interstitial Soils). Site CPP-96 is a consolidation of all of the 
previously identified Tank Fann Soils sites and the intervening interstitial soils within the site CPP-96 
boundary. 

Soils Under Buildings and Structures (Group 2) 

The major threats posed by Soils L'nder Buildings and Structures release sites are direct radiation 
exposure to workers or the public caused by intrusion into contaminated soils and potential soil 
contaminant leaching and transport to perched water or the SRPA. The purpose of the selected remedy is 
to minimize the potential for direct exposure to contaminated soils and to prevent or reduce the leaching 
of contamination from the soils to the perched water or SRPA. 

Until the buildings and structures above these sites are closed. and decontamination and 
dismantlement (D&D) occurs. it is assumed that the building or structure limits infiltration of water 
through the contaminated soils and prevents direct exposure to the contaminated soils. The selected 
deferred action remedy for Soils Cnder Buildings and Structures is Institutional Controls and 
Containment. The major components of the selected remedy include: 

• Implement institutional controls, including site access restrictions, and periodic inspections 
of buildings or structures to ensure that infiltration is limited and exposures to contaminated 
soil is prevented. Access to the Group 2 sites will be restricted through the use of warning 
signs. Notification of this restriction will be made to the affected local county governments. 
ShoBan Tribal Council. General Services Administration (GSA), U.S. Bureau of Land 
:V1anagement (BLM), and other agencies. as necessary. 

• Assess completed D&D building or structure and release site configuration to determine if 
they pre\'ent radiation exposures or limit contaminant migration to the SRPA. as would be 
achieved through meeting the substantive requirements of Idaho Administrative Procedures 
Act {IDAPA) 16.01.05.008 (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 264.310). If the 
completed D&D configuration is assessed as inadequate for long-term protection of human 
health and the environment, then contaminated soils \.viii be capped in conformance with the 
above referenced hazardous waste landfill closure requirements with an engineered barrier. 
or removed and disposed on-Site as discussed in the following section for Group 3 soils. 
Environmental monitoring and maintenance requirements will be included in the OC 3-13 
post-ROD monitoring plan. 

• The Waste Calciner Facility (WCF) has been closed under an approved Hazardous Waste 
Management Act (HW\1A) closure plan and a post-closure monitoring and maintenance 
plan is required. In order to reduce the duplication of effort for monitoring and maintenance 
of the WCF. maintain consistency with the publicly-noticed WCF closure plan. and 
ai..:kno\\ kdge the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA)iCERCLA parity policy 
these requirements will be addressed under this ROD as ARA Rs. The WCF will be included 
during the CERCLA 5-year n!\iews \\ith the Group::! Soils Lnder Buildings.and Structures 
sites anJ will address the substanti\e requirements of IDAPA 16.01.05.00X {40 CFR 
~6-L\ I 0) .. .\dditionally these requirements\\ ill be incorporated into the post-ROD 
monitoring plan for OL' 3-13. 



···-··-····-----

Other Surface Soils (Group 3) 

The Other Surface Soils release sites are also principal threat\\ astes due to potential external 
e-.;posure of workers or the public to radionuclide-contaminated soils. The purpose of the selected remedy 
is to prevent external exposure to radionuclides at these sites and to allow these sites to be released for 
unrestricted use in the future. The selected remedy for Other Surface Soils is Removal and Onsite 
Disposal in the 1:-.;EEL CERCL.-\ Disposal Facility< ICDF). Those Croup 3 release sites that. prior to 

c.:xca\ atron. are identi lied as part of the footprint of another program· s clo~ure activity and that. to the 
Agencies· satisfaction. will be closed with equivalent protection to that afforded by the ICDF to 
groundwater and future users. \\ill not be exca\·ated but instead capped in place pursuant to the hazardous 
waste landfill closure substantive requirements of IDAPA 16.01.05.008 (40 CFR 264.31 OJ. 

~1ajor components of the selected remedy include: 

• Remove contaminated soil and debris from Group 3 sites using the following conventional 
excavation methods: 

Remove contaminated soils and debris above the I x I o·-i risk level based on an 
assumed future residential use in the Year .::!095 and beyond and replace with clean 
soil. so that from the surface to a depth of 3 m ( 10 ft) the land can be released for 
future residential use. Contamination below 3 m (IO ft) may also be excavated at the 
discretion of the DOE, if determined to be more cost effective than maintaining 
necessary institutional controls. to prevent future drilling through deep contamination 
zones and transportation of contaminants to the underlying aquifer. In addition, 
excavation activities below the 3 m ( 10 ft) depth that could cause the movement of 
contaminants either to the surface or to the underlying aquifer will also be controlled. 

Dispose of contaminated soils and debris in the fCDF. 

Survey and record contamination left in place at depths below 3 m ( 10 ft) for future 
institutional controls. as necessary. 

Replace excavated soils with clean backfill and regrade. 

• Construct the ICDF complex. which will include an engineered facility meeting RCRA 
Subtitle C. ldaho HWMA and polychlorinated biphenyl /PCB) landfill design and 
construction requirements. The ICDF will be located within the WAG 3 area of 
contamination (AOC). Design and operational requirements for the ICDF include: 

Dispose only 1:-.;EEL on-Site CERCLA wastes meeting agency-approved ICDF Waste 
Acceptance Criteria ( \\'AC). to he developed during the remedial design. in the.: [CDF. 
An important objecti\'e of the \\'AC will he to assure that hazardous substances 
disposed in the ICDF \\ ill not result in exceeding groundwater quality standards in the 
underlying drinking water aquifer ( SRP.-.\ I. C.:\ en if the ICDF leachate collection 
,ystem were to fail after closure. 

Design to ha\e a total capacit: 1)fappn1\1mati:ly ]lJ0.')00 111' (510.1)00.yd\ 
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Engineer to meet ID:\P . ..\ 16.0 l.05.008 HO CFR ~6-k30 I) for hazardous waste . 
-W CFR 761. 75 tor PCl:3. and DOE Order -US. I for rad1oact1ve waste land till Je:-1gn 
and operatmg substanu ve re4um.:ments. 

Locate man area meeting hazardous waste. PCB waste. and low-le\·el rad1oact1ve 
waste (LLRW) landtill siting requirements. Through a preliminary evaluation of all 
the relevant dec1s1on criteria. the Agencies have detem1med the --study Area" fix 
snmg the ICDF to be the CPP-6 7 Percolation Ponds and adjacent areas to the \\·est. 
Ho\\e\-er. the specific ICDF cell locations will be determined through the complet1vn 
of a comprehensi\·e geutechmcal evaluation of the enl!re Study Area. \\"htch shall be 
re\·iewed and appro,·ed hy the Agencies. Sit mg criteria for the locat1on of the ICDF 
included: 

Outside the I 00-year flood plain 

Outside of wetland areas 

'.'Jot m active seism11.: zones 

~ot m high surface erosion areas 

Not man area of high historic groundwater table. 

Construct and operate an ICDF supporting complex, mcludmg a \Vaste Storage. 
Sizing, Staging, and Treatment (SSST) facility, in accordance with the substantive 
requirements of IDAPA 16.01.05.008 ( 40 CFR 264 Subparts DD, I, J, and X) and 
IDAPA 16.01.05.006.01 and 16.0l.05.006.02 (40 CFR 262.34[a][l]). It is antic1p:Hed 
that this facility will consist of a storage/staging building, an evaporation surface 
1mpoundment. a waste shredder. solidification/stabilization tanks. and associated 
equipment. Operations at the.facility \\"ill include chemical/physical treatment to 
prepare ICDF wastes to meet Agency-approved WAC and RCRA land disposal 
restrictions ( LO Rs). 

Lise one or more remediation \vaste staging and storage areas to stage and hanJk 
remediation waste. Operatt: the storage areas in accordance with the substantJ\'t: 
requirements of ID APA 16.01.05.006.01 and 16.01.05.006.02 (40 CFR 262.J~[a]f I l ). 

1'vtanage and treat mon1tonng well construction and sampling \Vastes generated prior tu 

construction of the [CDF and SSST (i.e .. purgo: water. decontamination water, and 
dnll cuttings) usmg remediation \Vaste staging piles and temporary treatment units 111 

accordance with the substanti\'e requirements of IDAPA 16.01.05.008 HO CFR 
264.553 and -W CFR 264.55~). Accomplish treatment using mobile tankage :.ind 
physical. chemical treatment and comply \\'tth the substant1\·e requ1remt:nb nf 
IDAPA 16.01.05.008 HO CFR 264 Subpart J. BB. and CC). 

Construct and designate an e\'aporallon pond as a Corrccti\'e Action ~fanagemcnt 
l·nlt (CA\IC) m accordance \\"lth the substantiw requirements ofID.\P:\ 
16.01.05 .008 ( 40 CFR 264.552 and 40 CFR 264 Subparts Kand CC) for the purpt>~e 
l,1· 111:rnaging [CDF leachate and other aqueous \\'astes generated as a result of 
l>lk'r:.1t111g th.: ICDF Cl>lllpkx. 

\" II 
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Operate. close. and post-close the ICDF complex in accordance with the substantive 
requirements of!DAPA 16.01.05.008 (40 CFR 264 Subpa11s G. F. and :'\i). and 
maintain site access restrictions and institutional controls throughout the post-closure 
period. 

Perched Water (Group 4) 

The J\TEC Perched Water does not currently pose a direct human health andior en\·ironmental 
threat. This perched water exists primarily as a result of facility water usage and subsequent discharge to 
percolation ponds at 1:-.;TEC. It is not used as a source of drinking water and is expected to disappear 
when INTEC operations cease. However. perched wat~r does pose a threat as a contaminant transport 
pathway to the SRPA. Contaminants already in the perched water are a potential source ofSRPA 
contamination. The perched zone may impact SRPA groundwater quality because it is a contaminant 
transpoI1 pathway bet\veen contaminated surface soils and the SRPA. Although a future water supply 
well screened in the perched water is not capable of prO\·iding sufficient water for domestic use purposes. 
restrictions will be required lo prevent any future attempts to use perched water after 2095 when 1:-.;EEL
wide institutional controls are projected to end. A response action is necessary to minimize or eliminate 
the leaching and transpo11 of contaminants from the perched water to the SRPA and to prevent future 
perched water use. 

The selected remedy for the Perched Water is Institutional Controls with Aquifer Recharge 
Control. This remedy includes: 

• Implement institutional controls (to include a DOE-ID Directive limiting access) to prevent 
perched water use while INTEC operations continue and to prevent future drilling into or 
through the perched zone (through noticing this restriction to local county governments. 
ShoBan Tribal Council. GSA. BLM. and other agencies as necessary). 

• Implement remedies to control surface water recharge to perched water beneath INTEC by 
specifically taking the existing L\TEC percolation ponds. which are estimated to contribute 
about 701)·0 of the perched water recharge. out of service. Limiting infiltration to the perched 
water will minimize potential releases to the SRP A by reducing the volume of water 
a\'ailable for contaminant transport. Design, construction. and operate replacement ponds 
outside of the J:-.;TEC perched water area following the removal of the existing l:\'.TEC 
percolation ponds from service. The replacement percolation ponds will be sited about 
J.()48 m ( 10.000 ft) southwest of the l~TEC and \\ ill be operational on or before 
December 2003. 

• In addition. minimize recharge to the perched water from lawn irrigation. and lining the Big 
Lost River segment contributing to the J:\TEC perched water zones, if additional infiltration 
controls are necessary. Implement additional infiltration controls if the recession of the 
Pi:rched Water zone does not occur as predicted by the Rl,FS vadose zone model ,, ithin 
5 years ofremo\ing the percolation ponds. If implementation of the additional infiltration 
controls is ni:cessary. implement as a :,econd phase to the Group 4 remedy. 

• \teasure moismrc content and contaminant of concern (COC) concentration(s) in the 
perched "ater Lones to deterrrnne if\\ ater contents and contaminant fluxes are decreasing as 
pri:dicted. :\lso use these Jata to\ cri t~· thl.! OL 3-13 vadose Lune model and dctem1ine 

·potl.!ntial impacts to the SRP.-\. 
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Snake River Plain Aquifer (Group 5) 

The major human health threat posed by contaminated SRPA groundwater is exposure to 
radionuclides via ingestion by future groundwater users. Based on the groundwater simulations presented 
in the FS (DOE-ID 1997a) and FS Supplement (FSS) (DOE-ID 1998a). removal of the existing 
percolation ponds from service will significantly reduce the concentrations of contaminants in SRPA 
groundv.·ater by :!095. Additional remedial action may be necessary to meet the groundwater maximum 
contaminant levels (~v1CLs) of 4 mRemiyr for beta particle and photon-emitting radionuclides. Remedial 
action for the SRPA is bounded by the contaminant plume that exceeds Idaho ground,vater quality 
standards orthe federal '.'v1CLs for 1-129, H-3. and Sr-90 . 

. An interim action is selected for the SRPA. While the remediation of contaminated SRPA 
groundwater outside of the current INTEC security fence is final. the final remedy for the contaminated 
portion of the SRPA inside of the INTEC fence line is deferred to OU 3- I 4. As a result of dividing the 
SRPA groundwater contaminant plume associated with INTEC operations into two zones, the remedial 
action described herein is classified as an interim action. The selected interim action remedy for the 
SRPA is Institutional Controls with '.'v1onitoring and Contingent Remediation. The SRP A interim action 
remedy includes: 

• Implement institutional controls over the area of the aquifer that exceeds the MCLs for H-3 . 
l-l 29. and Sr-90 (to include a DOE-ID Directive limiting access) to prevent groundwater use 
while INTEC operations continue. and to restrict future groundwater use (through noticing 
this restriction to local county governments, ShoBan Tribal Council, GSA, BLM, etc.), 
including site access restrictions, drilling restrictions, and maintenance during DOE 
operations at INTEC. 

• Implement institutional controls, including land use restrictions to prevent the use ofSRPA 
groundwater over the area of the aquifer that exceeds the MC Ls for H-3. 1-129, and Sr-90, 
until drinking water standards are met, which are projected to be achieved by 2095. 

• Construct new SRPA monitoring wells outside of the current I~TEC security fence to assess 
whether MCLs will be exceeded after 2095. 

• If observed COC(s) concentrations exceed their action levels at a sustained pumping rate of 
at least 0.5 gpm for 24 hours. implement pump and treatment remedial action. Extract 
contaminated SRPA groundwater from the zone of highest contamination and treat to reduce 
the contaminant concentrations to meet MCLs by 2095. The action level is the modeled 
maximum concentration predicted in the year :woo so that the MCL will not be exceeded in 
2095 (the projected end of the institutional control period). 

• It is anticipated that standard pump and chemicaliphysical treatment (which may include 
e\'aporation in the ICDF Complex surface impoundment) will be able to meet the aquifer 
restoration goal. Conduct treatability studies. which include a technical evaluation of 
treating the 1-129 and other COCs. as part of this remedy. These studies may include 
l!\'aluation of the ability to treat and selecti\ ely \\ ithdraw contaminants from the aquifer. It 
is t!Stimated that these studies will not extend more than 12 months and are limited to a total 
~ost ofS2 million . 

• If th..: treatability :studies indicate the presenct! of :-.ufticient quantities of I-129 and other 
COCs. and contaminatl!d grounJ\\ater can be :-.electi\l!ly l!xtracted and cost-effectiwly 
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treated to meet the drinking: water \1CLs outside the current l'.\TEC security fence by 2095 . 
then implement acti\'e remediation. 

• Either r~tum treated water to the aquifer through land recharge 111 accordance with the Idaho 
Wastewater Land Application ARA Rs if a recharge impoundment is used; or in accordance 
with :--:ational Pollutant Discharge Elimination System ( :\PDES). State Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (SPDES) ARA Rs if the treated effluent is discharged to the Big Lost 
Ri\er. which recharges the aquifer dO\\nstream of the l~TEC facility: or e\aporate in the 
ICDF complex evaporation pond or equi\·alent. 

Buried Gas Cylinders (Group 6) 

The Buried Gas Cylinders pose a safety hazard to inadvertent intruders ( i.e .• backhoe operators or 
drillers). The cylinders are presumed to be pressurized and could burst during excavation. In addition. 
hydrolluoric acid. which may be present in the cylinders. is very corrosi\'e, reacts \·iolently with moisture. 
and can generate explosive concentrations of hydrogen gas. The selected remedy for the Buried Gas 
Cylinders is Remo\·al. Treatment. and Disposal. This altemati\'e includes: 

• Remove the gas cylinders using a contractor specializing in gas cylinder remo\al 

• Treat the cylinder contents, if necessary 

• Recycle or dispose of the empty gas cylinder containers. 

The Agencies may elect to pursue a contingent remedy of capping in place pursuant to the 
substantive requirements of lDAPA 16.01.05.008 (40 CFR 264.310) if safety concerns with excavation 
and removal prevent implementation of the selected remedy. 

SFE-20 Hot Waste Tank System (Group 7) 

The major threat posed by the SFE-20 Hot Waste Tank System is leaching and transport of 
contaminants to the SRPA and subsequent exposure of future groundwater users to radionuclides, ia 
ingestion. The selected alternative for the SFE-20 Hot Waste Tank System is Removal. Treatment. and 
Disposal. This alternative includes: 

• Remove and treat on-site the liquid and sludge contents of the tank. 

• Excavate and remove the tank. vault. and associated structures. 

• Land dispose treated waste. the tank. \·ault. and other dehris. The preferred di:.posal site "' 
the ICDF: however. if any residue or material fails to mel:'t the ICDF WAC. an altl:'rnate 
suitable disposal facility will be identifo:d during the rl:'ml:'dial design. 

• Rl:'mO\ e and treat off-site. if wastes found in the tank are alpha-LL\\' ( i.e .. exceed I{) nCi g 
transur:.m1c [TRL'] constituents [alpha emitters\\ ith an atomic number greater than 92 and a 
half-life exceeding 20 ~l:'ars]I or TRL. \\aStl:'S (i.e .. greater than !00 nCi g TRL'I. 
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"No Action" Sites 

Ten sites were determined to be .. i\o Action" sites with the signing of the FFAiCO. Twenty-four 
additional .. ~o Action" sites have been determined in this ROD. These sites each represent less than 
1 x I o·J risk and a hazard index (HI) of less than I for the potential residential scenario. and could be 
available for current unrestricted use. 

"No Further Action" Sites 

Six of the IOI sites addressed in this ROD are classified as "No Further Action" sites and require 
only institutional controls to remain protective. These controls will ensure that the land use will remain 
industrial until at least 2095 at which time contaminant levels will be reduced sufficiently to be protective 
for residential use. Those sites \vith contamination at depths below traditional residential construction 
(i.e .. 3 m (10 ft}). that do not require remedial action to safeguard the drinking water aquifer from future 
contaminant releases. will continue to require institutional controls to prevent excavation or drilling below 
3 m ( IO ft) to remain protective. 

Closed and Closing RCRA/HWMA Sites 

Sites being closed under RCRA/HWMA will be handled as previously described for the WCF. 
The WCF has been closed under an approved HWMA closure plan and a post-closure monitoring and 
maintenance plan is required. In order to reduce the duplication of effort for monitoring and maintenance 
of the WCF. maintain consistency with the publicity-noticed WCF closure plan, and acknowledge the 
RCRA/CERCLA parity policy. these requirements will be addressed under this ROD as ARARs. The 
WCF will be included during the CERCLA 5-year reviews with the Group 2 Soils Under Buildings and 
Structures release sites and will address the substantive requirements of ID APA 16.01.05 .008 
( 40 CFR 264.310). Additionally these requirements will be incorporated into the post-ROD monitoring 
plan for OU 3-13. 

Disturbances of OU 3-13 Sites 

The INTEC facility is an operating facility. As such, periodic maintenance and upgrade activities 
will be conducted during the implementation of the remedial actions under this ROD. Prior to conducting 
any site disturbance activities. the Agencies will be notified to the extent of any disturbance. and will be 
provided a plan for their approval. including necessary corrective actions that will be performed to ensure 
that the remedies identified in this ROD remain operational and functional. A formal system for 
notification and approval of disturbances to OU 3-13 sites will be developed during the remedial design. 

Sites Managed Under Other Operable Units, WAGs, or INEEL 
Regulatory Programs 

Six of the release sites identified in WAG 3 are outside the scope of this ROD and, therefore. will 
be managed under other OUs. \VAGs. or other I~EEL regulatory programs. Site CPP-38 (asbestos in 
nine 1:--;TEC buildings) \\ill be addressed by the 1:-,,iEEL Asbesto:. \fanagement Program. Site CPP-65 
(Se\\age Treatment Plant Lagoons) \Viii be addressed under the Idaho \Vastewater Land Application 
Rules. Site CPP-66 (Steam Plant Fly Ash Pits) only presents a potential ecological risk and will be 
addressed under CERCLA OL' I 0-04. \\ hich focuses on !'.\EEL-\\ ide ecological risk concerns. Sites 
CPP-6 l. -XI. and -:-<2 will be further e, aluated and addressed under the OL: 3-14 RliFS . 
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New Sites 

Four nev. sites are identified in this ROD. Site CPP-96 (Tank Fam1 Interstitial Soils) is a 
consolidation of all of the previously identified Tank Farm release.sites a!"Jd the intervening interstitial 
soils \\tthin the site CPP-96 boundary. This site also includes three sites that were determined through 
the Track :? process to be .. ~o Action" sites. The linal remedy for release site CPP-96 will be addressed 
in the OL' 3-14 Tank Fam1 RI FS along with other Group I sites. Release site CPP-97 (Tank Fam1 Soil 
'$tockp1le). CPP-9X (Tank Fam1 Shoring Boxes). and CPP-99 (Boxed Soil) are added to this ROD to 
address soil stockpiles and wood construction debris that originated from the Tank Farm upgrade and. or 
the building CPP-604 tunnel egress projects. These sites are included as part of the OlJ 3-13 Group J 
sites and will be remediated accordingly. 

Statutory Determination 

The selected remedy for each release site group. the .. :--io Action" sites. and "~o Further Action" 
sites have been detem1ined to be protective of human health and/or the environment. to comply with 
federal and state regulations that are ARARs for the remedial actions. and to be cost-effective. 

The selected remedies use pemianent solutions and alternative treatment technologies to the 
maximum extent practicable. The selected remedies for the Buried Gas Cylinder sites (Group 6) and the 
SFE-20 Hot \.Vaste Tank System (Group 7) incorporate treatment, and the selected interim action remedy 
for the SRPA (Group 5) incorporates treatment if COCs in the aquifer outside the current INTEC security 
fence exceed action levels. However, treatment of radionuclide-contaminated soil and perched water was 
not found to be practicable for the other groups and. therefore, the selected remedies for the Soils Cnder 
Buildings or Structures (Group 2), Other Surface Soils (Group 3). and Perched Water (Group 4) do not 
satisfy the statutory preference for treatment as a principal element of the remedy. The EPA· s preferred 
remedy for sites that pose relatively IO\v, long-temi threats. or where treatment is impracticable, is 
engineering controls. such as containment. The selected remedial altemati\'es for Soils Cnder Buildings 
or Structures (Group 2) and Perched \Vater (Group 4) will result in contaminants left in place at 
concentrations exceeding health-based concentrations for direct exposure, but the contaminants will not 
be a,ailable to present unacceptable risk to human health and/or the envir:onment. 

Because these remedies \Viii result in hazardous substances. pollutants. or contaminants remaining 
onsite abo\'e (e\'els that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure. a statutory ~e\'iew \\'ill be 
conducted within 5 }ears after initiation of the remedial actions to ensure that each remedy is. or will be. 
protective of human health and the en\'ironment. This revie\v will also assess the need for continued 
long-tern, environmental monitoring. administrati\ e controls. and institutional controls at each group and 
.. :--:o Funher Action·· site. Re\'iews will be held no less frequently than every 5 years thereafter to ensure 
that the remedies continue to be protecti\'e. These periodic re\'iews will be discontinued when the 
Agencies determine that the sites no longer pose an unacceptable risk to human health and. or the 
en, 1ronment and site access or use restrictions are no longer required. 

Th..: 5-}enr r..:vie,,s will e\aluate factors such as contaminant migration from sites where 
contamination has been left in place. newly discovered sites. eftecti\·eness of institutional controls. and 
c!ffoct1, eness of the remedial actions. For remedies incorporating institutional controls. it is assumed that 
mstitutional controls "ill remain effecti\ e until the year 2095. Additional institutional controls ,~ ill apply 
to spectlic sites a lier 2095. This time period 1s consistent\\ ith the I 00-::, ear industrial land use 
a:-.~umption ri.,r thl! I'.\ TEC. 
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Sites for which .. ~o Further Action" determinations were made. based on an industrial land use 
assumption through 2095, and residential thereafter. will be included in the 5-year re\'iews. These 
reviews will evaluate whether the "No Further Action" determination is still appropriate for rhe current 
and projected land uses at the time of the reviev,l. 

Sites for which "No Action" determinations have been made based on no evidence of a source or 
release or where the risk is less than I x I 0-.i or a HI less than I wil I not require institutional controls or 
5-year re\'ie\vs. 

It is possible that new information will be discovered in the future during routine operations. 
maintenance activities, andior D&D activities that will require additional remedial actions be taken at the 
sites listed in this ROD. Through the 5-year review process. the Agencies will evaluate new information 
to ensure that the selected remedy, including institutional controls, remain protective. 

As INTEC is an operating facility, it is possible that changes in physical configuration of I~TEC 
may uncover new sites or change the residual risk posed by those sites addressed under this ROD. Any 
planned disturbance at a site for which action is required under this ROD ( including the "No Further
Action" sites with institutional controls) will be preceded by appropriate planning documents to be 
submitted to and concurred on by the Agencies prior to implementation. Newly discovered sites will be 
subject to remedial action pursuant to the terms and conditions of the FFAiCO. 

The following information is included in the decision summary section of this ROD: additional 
information can be found in the Administrative Record for WAG 3: 

• 

• 

COCs and their respective concentrations 

Baseline risks represented by the COCs 

• Cleanup levels established for the COCs and the basis for the action levels 

• Current and future land and groundwater .use assumptions 

• Land and groundwater use available at the site as a result of the remedy 

• Estimated capital, operations and maintenance. and net present value costs, discount rate. 
and number of years over which costs are projected 

• Description of alternatives 

• Evaluation of the remedial action alternatives 

• Decision factors that lead to selection of the remedies . 
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Final Record of Decision 
Idaho Nuclear Technology and Engineering Center 

Operable Unit 3-13 

1. DECISION SUMMARY 

~OTE: The Idaho Sue/ear Technology a11d £11gi11eeri11g C.:ntt'r r !.\TEC; 1rns formerly kll(m n as rile 
Idaho Chem,cal Processing Planr r!CPP1. T/1efaci/i1y name was changed 111 /998 ro more ,1cc11rard1· 
rt'./lect the opcratw11al mission. The prc0ously puhlislicd .rnpporring documC!nts use the !CPP 
11ome11cla ture. 

1.1 Site Name, Location,- and Description 

The Idaho :-..-ational Engineering and Environmental Laboratory (l'.\EEL) is a go\·ernmem facility 
managed by the LS. Department of Energy (DOE). located 51.5 km (32 n1i) west of Idaho Falls, Idaho, 
and occupies 2,305 km~ (890 mi~) of the northeastern portion of the Eastern Snake River Plain (ESRP). 
The Idaho ~uclear Technology and Engineering Center rI~TEC) is located in the south-central portion of 
the !NEEL. as shown in Figure !-I. 

Facilities at the !'.\EEL are primarily dedicated to nuclear research. development. and v,,.aste 
management. Surrounding areas are for multipurpose use and are managed by the U.S. Bureau of Land 
Management (BL:V1). The developed area within the !NEEL is surrounded by a 1,295-km: (500-mi~J 
buffer zone used for cattle and sheep grazing. Communities nearest to the 1,TEC are Atomic City 
(south). Arco (west), Butte City (west). Howe (northwest!. \.fod Lake (northeast), and Terreton 
(northeast). In the counties surrounding the l;\;EEL. approximately 45°,i is agricultural land. 45•>,> is oren 
land. and I 0'\i is urban. Sheep. cattle, hogs. poultry. and dairy cattle are produced: and potatoes. sugar 
beets. wheat. barley, oats. forage. and seed crops are cultivated. Private individuals or the l'.S. 
Government own most of the land surrounding the !:\EEL. as shO\\ n in Figure 1-2. 

Public access to the 1,EEL. is strictly controlled by knees and security personnel. State 
Highways 22. 28. and 33 cross the nonheastern portion of the !:\EEL approximately 32.2 km (20rm) 
from l'.\'TEC. and U.S. Highways 20 and 26 cross the southern ponion approximately 8 km (5 mi) from 
INTEC. ..\ total of 145 km (90 mi) ofpa\.ed highways pass through the !:\EEL and are used by the 
general public. 

To better manage environmental investigations. the !\:EEL 1s Ji,·ided into !O waste area grours 
( \\'..\Gs). Identified contaminant release sites in each WAG \\ ere grouped into operable units (OL ~l to 

expedite the investigations and any required remedial actions. The l'.\TEC is designated as WAG 3. 
\\ hich was suhdi\·ided into I 3 OL"s that \\ ere im estigated for contaminant releases to environmental 
pathways. Within these 13 OLs. IO I release sites \\'ere identified. This Record of Decision I ROD! 
applies to 55 of the I() I sites. \\ hich. on the basis of the comprehen:-i\ e n:medial investigation 
(Rl)-foas1hi!it;, swd;, (FS) for \\":\G 3 (Ol" 3-13). were identitied a:,; posing a potential risk or threat to 
human he;.ilth and or the ern ironrnent. Of the I U l sites. 411 are renrn1mt!nded for ··,o Action" or ··\o 
Further Action ... The ~ix remaining sires (CPP-h5. CPP-:1-:-<. CPP-M1. CPP-61. CPP-X I. anU CPP-:-(~ \\ :11 
he mana~eJ under 1Hher oL·~. \\._.\Gs. or !\.EEL regulator~ prngrams . 
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Thi! 55 rekasl! :mes,, ith identified risks greater than I , l 1r" or that pose a threat to hunun health 
,md or thl! l!ll\ 1ronment re4u1re remedial action to 1111ti~ate these risb or threats. The 55 sites \\ ere 
divided 11110 :.e\·en groups based on :-imilar mc:d1a. c,.1mam1nants of concc:m I COC s). accessihi I ity. nr 
gl!ographk proxicnity. The -.e\ en groups are: 

• (iroup I: Tank Farm Soils 

• Group 2: Soils l'nder Buildings and Structures 

• Group J: Other Surface Soi Is 

• Group 4: Perched Water 

• Group 5: Snake Ri\·er Plain :\quiti-!r 

• Group 6: Buried Gas Cylinders 

• Group 7: SFE-20 Hot Waste Tank System . 

The locations of these groups are shO\vn in Figures 1-3 through I -9. 

During the RI FS and subsequent remedy development. data gaps ,vere identi tied. In some cases 
the missing data \\ere important enough to prevent selection of final remedies. Because delays in 
restoration were undesirable. OU 3-14 was created. Where available infonnation was insufficient to 
select a final remedy in OU 3-13. interim actions were developed for implementation in the OC 3- I 3 
ROD with the final remedy relegated to OL' 3-14. Specifically, Group I. Tank Fann Soils, and Group 5. 
the Snake Ri\'er Plain Aquifer (SRPA). are interim actions in this ROD and are included in OL: 3- I 4 for 
final remedy selection. 

To allow flexibility in managing the remediation of the ,arious groups discussed abo\e. an 
OL' 3-13 area of contamination (AOC) was designated as shov,:n in Figure l-10. An AOC is an area nf 
contiguous surface contamination that can be usl!d for consolidation ofremediation wastes\\ ithout 
lriggcring Land Disposal Resolutions and othi::r Resource Consc:n ation and Recovery Act ( RCR:\ l 
requireml!nts. 

Action sites and cleanup levels arl! based on a I x I (f 4 carcinogenic risk. For Cs-137, 
contammatl!d :.oils will be cleanl!d up to belO\\ 23 pCi g. tor thl! future residential use scenario. The 
h:ickground Cs-137 activity is approximatdy I pCi g. \\ hich 1s equ1\·alent to a 1<r' excess carcinogenic 
n:-l... The ;1cceptable risk for cleanup to futuri:: resiJl!ntial sundards for C s-13 7 is I x I 0·4 by the) ear 
2tJ95 ... ~o Further Action·· sites are sites that reprt!:-l!nt a threat if land LISI! \\ as re~1dential. hut Jo not 
represent a threat under an industrial land use scenario. 
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2. SITE HISTORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES 

In 1989. the lJ.S. Environmental Protection Agency ( EPA) proposed listing the IN EEL on the 
'.',;ational Priorities List (:\PL) of the :\acional Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan 
(:'\CP). The EPA issued a tinal ruling that listed the 11\EEL as a \;PL site in November 1989 (54 Federal 
Register [FR] 29820). As a result. the f~EEL became subject to the requirements of the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response. Compensation. and Liability Act (CERCLA). The Federal Facility Agreement 
and Consent Order ( FFA;CO) and associated action plan (U.S. Department of Energy Idaho Operations 
Office [DOE-ID] 1991) were developed to establish the procedural framework and schedule for 
developing. prioritizing. implementing. and monitoring response actions at the !NEEL in accordance with 
CERCLA. the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). and the ldaho Hazardous \Vaste 
.\fanagement Action (HWMA). Cnder the FFA'CO. the INEEL was divided into 10 WAGs with the 
1;-..;TEC being listed as WAG 3 

2.1 INTEC History 

The I~TEC began operating in 1952. The primary missions were reprocessing uranium for 
defense purposes. and research and storage of spent nuclear fuel (SNF). lrradiated defense nuclear fuels 
were reprocessed to reco\·er unused uranium. In 1992, the reprocessing mission was phased out. The 
current l:'\TEC mission is receiving and temporarily storing SNF and radioactive wastes for future 
disposition. · 

In addition to reprocessing spent nuclear fuel. l!\iTEC stabilized high-level liquid waste (HLL W) 
from fuel reprocessing through a process known as calcination. That processing was conducted in a 
facility known as the Waste Calcining Facility (WCF) where radioactive HLLW was converted into a 
granular solid similar in consistency to sand. The liquid waste was drawn from underground storage 
tanks at the Tank Fann and sprayed into a vessel superheated by a mixture of kerosene and oxygen. \.fast 
of the liquid evaporates. while radioactive fission products adhere to the granular bed material in the 
\'essel. The off-gases ,vere treated and monitored before they were released to the environment. The 
calcined solids were transferred to large stainless steel structures encased in thick concrete vaults (bin 
sets). Calcining achieves an eight-to-one volume reduction from liquid to solid. Although processing of 
nuclear fuel was terminated in 1992. calcination of the HLL W continued until it was completed in 
February 1998. Sodium-bearing wastes are still being processed. The WCF was replaced in 1982. by 
another similar unit. the New \Vaste Calcining Facility (:--;WCF). 

Releases of radioactive and hazardous materials to the environment have occurred over the past 
decades due to accidents and intentional operational releases. such as discharge of radionuclide
contaminated wastewater beneath the l:'\TEC via the former injection well. Although these operational 
releases fail to meet contemporary standards. past intentional discharges did meet rules and standards of 
the times. 

2.2 FF A/CO Implementation at INTEC 

Thi.: awon plan. presented in the FFA CO. identified 83 release sites within WAG 3. Eighteen 
additional sites. including an area of windblown contamination. have subsequently been identified. These 
~itcs \\ere combined into l 3 OLs based on similar waste streams and projected remedial actions. A "'.\'o 
Action .. determ in at ion \\ as made for l O sites based on Sllllllllary assessments completed under the RCRA
ha:-.eJ Consent Order and Compliance .-\grei.:ment tCOC..\) before the FFA. CO was completed . 
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Follu\\ ing procedures identified in the action plan. preliminary scoping Track I and or Track 2 
in\ cst1gat1011s \\ ere completed for all sites except the l ll ··:--.:o Action .. sites and -i ne\\ sites. CPP-96. -<J-:'. 
-9)). und -99. recently added to the FF:\ CO. A Track I in\·estigation is a site evaluation using existing 
data to qualitatively determine if an actual or potential threat to human health or the environment exists. 
Track 1 in\'estigations include \'ery limited or no tield characterization. A Track 2 investigation is a more 
dctaih:d e\'aluation in which existing data and additional tidd characterization data are used to detem1ine 
release site risks. Track I and Track 2 investigation identify if sufficient information exists to detem1ine 

· \\hether an unacceptable risk exists. and recommend steps to either: (a) conduct ··:--.:o Action'" or '"\:o 
Further Action." tb) conduct an interim action or removal action. or (c) conduct additional in\'estigation 
undi:r tht! RI FS process. 

Sitt! CPP-95. the Windblown Arca for (;\/TEC. was evaluated in the OC I 0-06 RLFS. which 
became an engineering evaluation/cost analysis (EE.CA) for a removal action (Lockheed Idaho 
Technologies Company [LITCOJ 1995a) 

Four ne\\ sites \i.:ere recently added to OU 3-13. Site CPP-96. is considered part of the Group I 
Tank Farm soils and will be addressed by both the Tank Fam1 Interim Action under OU 3-13 and the 
Final Action selected under OC 3-1-l. Sites CPP-97. CPP-98. and CPP-99 will be remediated under the 
Sl!lected remedy for OC 3-13 Group 3. The Agencies ha\·e determined that six other sites. CPP-38. 
CPP-61. CPP-65, CPP-66. CPP-8 I, and CPP-8::? are more appropriately disposicioned under other OL' s or 
rt.?gulatory programs other than CERCLA. Site CPP-38 will be administered and rcmediated. if 
necessary. under the 1:-,.;EEL Asbestos Abatement Program. Site CPP-65 will be handled under the Idaho 
Wastewater Land Application Rules. Site CPP-66 may pose an ecological risk and was transferred to 
OC I 0-04 for further evaluation and remedy selection. if necessary. 

In 1997. a remedial investigation;baseline risk assessment (RI/BRA) (DOE-ID 1997b) was 
conducted to determine the comprehensive risks posed by past releases at WAG 3. That document 
addressed all known release sites including those previously subject to Track I or Track 2 invt.stigations. 
The final Rl-'BRA \\as issued in ~ovember 1997. Concurrently. an FS (DOE-ID 1997a) was -..vritten to 
determine and evaluate feasible remedial alternatives. During preparation of the FS. the need for 
additional information was identified. Because of the cost of the remedies recommended at the 1'TEC. 
re\ h!W by the \:ational Remedy Review Board was required. The Board recommended modifications to 
the Fl!asibility Study concerning the Snake River Plain Aquifer a.ltematives and the cost estimates. To 
support the board's recommendations. an FS supplement was written and published in 1998 
!DOE-ID 199~a). 

Four CERCLA remo\·al actions have been completed to date at WAG 3. The contents of a buried 
acid pipeline wi:re removed during the summer of 1993 at Site CPP-X I. The pipe was cleaned but was 
lt!ft Ill place. A second removal action was performed in the su111111er of 1993 on Calcine Bin Set 3 to 
prc\Clll precipitation runoff from migrating through soil that was previously contaminated by a calcme 
~pill. The contaminated soil was n!l110\'Cd and disposed. A third removal action. completed in the foll of 
JC)9J. consisted of removing sludge from the Horizontal Filter Bas111 (CPP-7-lO) and a dry \\ell 
(C"PP-~01 ). The OL" J-13 RI BRA tDOE-ID J 9971,) \\US performed after these three remo\·al actions. anJ 
thcrt!lore. the :-oun:I! t"l.~1110\al \\.lS accounted tor in the BRA. The fourth rcmo,·al action. completed in the 
1:tll l1r' 191>8. Clm::-bted of consolidating four Cs-137 contaminated soil stockpiles from J;-..TEC into the 
Tc:;t Reactor Arc,11TR.-\1 \\'arm Waste Pond (\\'\VP) 1957 Cell. The stockpiles identified as Acid 
Rcc~ck. :"\e\\ Control Room. Electrical L"tility System L·pgrade. and Irradiated Fuel Storage Facility. all 
Cl,nt.1111eJ lcJ\\ actt\ tty radionuclide-contaminated :,;oil. 

F\Hlf pol~chlonnatcd h1phen~ I< PCB I site:- had und..:rgi)lle renH)\·al action:-. priM to the signing of 
th.: FF:\ CO. The,e ,n..:, l"PP--i,i. -5(). -51. ;111d -<> I ..:Prnpri,ed Ol 3-0 I. The sites\\ ..:re<.:\ aluati:d 111 .1 
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Track I ·(Westinghouse Idaho '.\uclearCompany, Inc. [WINCOJ 1992a} and were all determined to 
require .. '.'Jo Further Action" on the basis of available clean up and sampling information. In this ROD . 
the Agencies ha\·e detem1ined that additional infom1ation is needed to make a final decision for site 
CPP-61 and have transferred it to OU 3-14 for further evaluation. 

2.3 Other Regulatory Programs at INTEC 

In 1992. the State of Idaho and DOE-ID entered into a Consent Order to resolve alleged violations 
contained in a '.',;otice of Noncompliance issued in 1990 by the EPA. The Consent Order v,:as modified in 
1994 and again in 1998. The second modification; which supercedes the first modification, stipulated 
that by June 30. 2003. the DOE must cease use of high-level waste Tanks WM-182 through W:vt-186; 
ceasing use means emptying the tanks to the heels. However. Tank WM-185 could be used as emergency 
storage until tank closure or until sufficient volume in other tanks became available. In addition. the 
second Consent Order modification stipulated that on or before December 31, 2012, the DOE must' 
permanently cease use of the six other tanks known as WM-180, WM-181, WM-I 87, WM-188, W:vt-189, 
and WM-190 and their associated vaults. A closure plan must be submitted by December 31, :!000 for the 
first tank. 

In l 995, the State of Idaho and DOE signed a settlement agreement that would guide waste storage 
and treatment at 1:-.;TEC. The agreement is commonly known as the Batt Agreement. Among many other 
requirements. the Batt Agreement stipulated the following: 

• The DOE shall complete the process of calcining all remaining nonsodium-bearing HLL W 
currently located at 1:-,;EEL by June 30, 1998 . 

• The DOE shall treat all high level waste (HL W) currently at the !NEEL so that it is ready for 
disposal outside of Idaho by a target date of 2035. 

• The DOE shall commence negotiating a plan and schedule \.Vith the State of Idaho for 
calcined waste treatment ( into a form suitable for transport to a permanent repository or 
interim storage) by December 31, 1999. 

• The DOE shall commence calcination of sodium-bearing waste by June I. 200 I. 

• The DOE shal I complete calcination of sodium-bearing waste by December 31.2012. 

• The DOE shall ~ubmit to the State of Idaho an application for a RCRA Part-8 permit by 
December I.2012 for the treatment of calcined waste at IN EEL into a form suitable for 
transport to a permanent repository or interim storage. 

• The DOE shall operate the HLL W e\·aporator as to reduce Tank Farm volumes by no less 
than I.249,000 L (330.000 gal) by December 31. 1997. After December 3 t. 1997. efforts 
\\ ill continue to reduce the remaining \Olume of the Tank Fam1 liquid waste by operation of 
the HLL WI!\ aporator. 

J. l..:11c:r frnm th.: St.Iii: llf IJJh11·, Bnan R. \lon,01110 Dnn R;.1'..:h. DOE-JD. llll June: I :i. 19<lX. :\ttachc:d \\a~ the: .. Sc:cond 
\l,>J11i,at1"11 1<1 l ·,,n,,·111 ( >rJ.:r:· JJ:.1!111 C,,Js· .N--1-11.\ 1 '\,, ,un1.:,t 1111..: "r 11u111h.:r ,1 .:re: prnnJcd 1>11 1hc: lc:u<!r.) 
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• Thi.:: DOE agrees to treat spent fuel. H L\\'. and transuranic (TRL) wastl!s in Idaho requiring 
treatmi.::nt so us to permit ultimate disposal outside the State of Idaho. 

Se\eral RCRA-regulated units operate at the 1:--;TEC. Currently·. the 1:--;TEC Process Equipment 
\\"a:.h! (PEW> E\aporators. Tank Fam1. '.\:WCF. and Calcine Storage Facility operate under RCRA 
mterim status. A RCRA Part-B pem1it application will be submitted to the Idaho Division of 
Em ironmental Quality ( DEQ) at a future date. The Percolation Ponds I and 2 \~ere initially under the 
RCRA interim status pem,it but were RC RA-closed in 1995. The ponds are currently operated under a 
wastewater land application pem1it issued by the State of Idaho. The DEQ has agreed that these ponds 
have met clean closure requirements. The radionuclide contaminants in the pond sediments and potential 
subsurface contamination were evaluated in the RI. BRA as Site CPP-6 7 in OC 3-13.' 

The :'\WCF is a facility that converts radioactive liquid waste solutions into a granular solid calcine 
material. Liquid wastes are evaporated in a fluidized bed aJIO\ving the dissolved metals and fission 
products to be converted to salts and oxides which are subsequently stored in the calcine bin-sets. The 
>,;WCF operates under a Pem,it to Construct issued by the State of Idaho and Federal National Emission 
Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (~ESHAPsl administered by EPA and the state of Idaho. 
Although the EPA has proposed to revise air emission and operational requirements for hazardous waste 
incinerators (EPA 1997). th9se regulations have not yet been promulgated. 

By June I. 1000. the DOE must also decide if the ~\VCF will be closed or continue to be operated. 
If the DOE chooses to close the '.'iWCF. a closure plan must be submitted by June I+ 180 days. If DOE 
chooses to continue N\VCF operations. DOE must submit a schedule for submission of a permit 
application by July I, 2000. 

The PEW evaporator system separates liquid radioactive \\•aste into two fractions; one fraction is 
currently directed to the HLL W Tank Fann and the other fraction is directed to the Liquid Effluent 
Treatment and Disposal Facility. The PEW evaporator is included in the RCRA interim status document 
(DOE-ID 1997c). which includes a closure and post-closure plan that defines the closure and post-closure 
requirements and perfom,ance standards. 

The \\'CF was taken out of sen ice in 1981 after 18 years of operation. The WCF contains six units 
that are induded in the !).;EEL RCRA Part-A permit application and are subject to the closure 
requirements for interim status treatment. storage. and disposal facilities <TSDFs). These units include 
lour storage \'essds. the WCF e\'aporator. and the high-efficiency particulate air ( HEPA) filter storage 
area. Surface and subsurface releases of radionuclide-contaminated solutions from the WCF are 
addressed in the comprehensive OL' 3-13 FS (DOE-ID 1997a). the Proposed Plan (DOE-ID 1998b). and 
this ROD. The WCF is not included in the FFA CO and therefore. the disposition of the six RCRA units 
and ancillary equipment will be perfom,ed in accordance with the WCF RCRA closure plan. which calls 
for closure of the WCF as a landfill with a RCRA-compliant cap. The WCF RCRA closure plan \\as 
appro\ ed in August 1997. The closure consists of !lushing the I ines. isolating the structure. and grouting 
the six RCRA units in place. follO\\ ed by collapsmg the abo\·eground structures into the WCF lo\\ er 
le\e)s and fillmg \'Oids with concrete to act as a structural support for the cap. A concrete cap extending 
appro,imately 1.5 m ( 5 ft) beyond the WCF perimeter has been constructed. Final closure construction 1~ 

expected to be completed by September 1999. 

n L.:11.:r 1'111111 th.: ~1.11.: or' IJ.1h11', < ln ilk I> \ i-r.:.:n 1,1 [)on \\" R.i,,h. [ )< l I. -I I>. \Ill 1:.:hruar:- 13. I 'l'J5. :\tta<:11.:J to th.: kll.:r 
,,.,, th.: "SI.II.: 111 IJ.1h,1 l'.:rmll hl l',11istru.:t ,Ill \ ir P11ilu11,•11 hrna11,):! ,.,ur,c·.'· 1'.:m111 \. umh.:r '('.J-• l!IIJIJ I 11'- !: L-ICPI' P.:nn11 
111 t ,•11'1rud \mc::1J111.:111 R.:-;u.:,t , 
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On October 15. 1995. the State of Idaho, DOE. and LS. \:avy agreed that the INTEC HLL W 
evaporator would continue to operate and would reduce the total liquid waste volume by at least 
1.249.000 L (330.000 gal) by December 31. 1997. It was also agreed that the DOE would finish calcining 
all nonsodium- and sodium-bearing wastes by June 30. 1998 and December 31. 2012. respectively. All 
nonsodium-bearing waste has been processed. 

The em·ironmental impacts of disposition of the HLL Wand calcined solids stored at 1:'\TEC will 
be addressed in the ldah? High Level \Vaste and Facilities Disposition Environmental Impact Statement 
( Idaho HL W & Facilities Disposition [FD) Environmental Impact Statement (EISJ). In accordance with 
the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). the Idaho HLW & FD EIS is being 
prepared to evaluate potential alternatives to disposition the HL W stored in the Tank Farm and elsewhere 
at J:,.;TEC. Potential alternatives to disposition of facilities associated with HL W will also be included in 
the Idaho HL W & FD EIS . 
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3. HIGHLIGHTS OF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION 

In accordance wirh CERCLA ~ I I 3(k)( 2)( B )( i-\} and ~ 117. a series of opportunities for public 
infom1arion and participation in the RI FS and decision process for \VAG 3 was provided from October 
l 994 through February 1999. Thi: ppportunities ro obtain infomiation and provide input included a 
'"kick-off' fact sheet. \\ hich briefly discussed the starus of the Rl:'FS. numerous li\EEL Reponer 
newslettc:r articles (a publication of the !~EEL ·s Environmental Restoration Program), four Citizens· 
Guide suppkmental updates. the ··update'" fact sheets, a Proposed Plan, briefings and presentations to 
interested groups. and public meetings. 

In October 1994, a .. kick-off' fact sheet concerning the WAG 3 RliFS was sent to about 6.200 
individuals of the general public and to 340 !!'.EEL employees on the Community Relations Plan mailing 
list. Included in the fact sheet was a postage-paid return mailer comment form. Comments were received 
from four members of the public. The comments were evaluated and considered in the preparation of the 
project work plan. This fact sheet also offered technical briefings to those interested in the WAG 3 
comprehensi\:e investigation. It was the initial opportunity for the public to be involved in determining 
how the investigation would be conduc1ed. :\o one requested a briefing at the time, but briefings \Vere 
hdd later in the investigation process. 

The l'.\TEC WAG 3 investigation was discussed during September and October 1997 media 
briefings \,:ith reporters from Idaho Falls, Pocatello, Twin Falls, and Boise. During these briefings, 
representatives from the DOE and the !~EEL discussed the project and answered questions. Newspaper 
articles were generated as a result of these briefings and a story was distributed by the Associated Press. 
The investigation was also highlighted in two issues of a national environmental restoration newsletter 
and on an Idaho Falls radio talk show . 

Additionally. two .. update fact sheets" were distributed ;O approximately 700 citizens on the 
!NEEL Community Relations Plan mailing list. The first update fact sheet was distributed in 
'.\ovember 1997 and the second in September 1998. The purpose of these documents was to keep citizens 
appraised of Je\·elopments during the Rl!FS, to include a schedule of the investigation, and to annqunce 
the approximate dates when public meetings would take place. These fact sheets also offered technical 
briefings to those interested in the WAG 3 investigation. 

Regular repons concerning the status of the project were included in bimonthly issues of the 
/.\'EEL Rc!porter and mailed to those on the mailing list. Reports also appeared in four issues of a 
Citb.'11s · Guide w Em'iro11mc!11WI Restoration at tire !NEEL ( a supplement to the !NEEL Reporter) in 
early 1995. 1996. 1997. and 1998. 

The DOE-ID ga\·e se\·eral briefings on the W.-\G 3 investigation to the Citizens' Ad\·isory Board-
1'.\EEL. The advisory board is a group of 15 individuals. representing the citizens of Idaho. \\ho make 
recommendations to DOE. EPA. an<l the State of Idaho regarding em·ironmental restoration acti\ ities at 
the !:\EEL On SO\cmber 18. 1998. the board met to finalize and submit their fom1al recommendations 
LHl the Proposed Plan to DOE. 

Briefings \\ ere also held in 1998 with members of two en\·ironmental organizations. the Shoshone
B.11111oi.:k (ShoBan J tribes. an economic development group. !'.\EEL employees. several Idaho radio 
stations anJ ne\, spapers. national publications.and four IJaho tde\·ision stations. 

Per,t>nal ..:alb ,,eri: made to ,takeholJc:r.'> in the Pocatello and \loscow areas rhe \\eek of 
\ln ember I. Jl)l)X 10 in!ixm t!iem t)t' the up..:n111ing puhlii: meetings and to see if a briefing ,,as desird. 
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A:. ,t resull. publu: meetings \,:ere held ,, ith the Shoshone-Bannock tribes the morning of:'.'o, ember 16 . 
I 99X. \h!etings \\ ere also held with stakeholder groups in Idaho Falls on the afternoon of :'\ovember 16. 
T\\ m Falls on :--:ovember 17, Boise on \:o\·ember I~- and \loscow on \;o\·ember 19. A ineeting was held 
\\ 1th L"nh ersity of~ Idaho students in ~tosco,v on \:ovemher 19. I 99X. 

During the week of October I 8, 1998. DOE-ID issued a news release to more than I 00 media 
contacts concerning the beginning of a 30-day public comment period pertaining to the \VAG 3 Proposed 
Plan. Although thl! period began on October 23. 1998. it was automatically extended by the Agencies for 
an additional 30 da), s in anticipation of a large amount of pub! ic interest. The initial comment period 
ended on December 22. 1998, but at the request of L:nited States Congresswoman Chenoweth (Idaho 
District:: I). the comment period was extended until February 12. 1999. As a result of several news 
releases. a sho11 note was placed in community calendar sections of nev,:spapers and in public service 
announcements on radio stations. This note gave notice to the public that supportive WAG 3 
investigation documents were available in the Administrative Record of the !:--:EEL lnfom1ation 
Repositories located in the DOE Public Reading Room at the !SEEL Technical Library in Idaho Falls. the 
Albertson Library on the campus of Boise State L:niversity. and the L"niversity of Idaho Library in 
~1oSCO\'•". 

Display ad\'ertisements announcing the availability of the Proposed Plan, the locations of public 
meetings. and the comment period extension. appeared in six regional newspapers during the week of 
October 18. 1998 located in Idaho Falls. Boise, Mosco\v. Fort Hall. Pocatello. and Twin Falls. Large 
display adve11isements appeared in the following newspapers: Post Register (Idaho Falls). Sho-Ban News 
( Fort Hall). Idaho State Journal (Pocatello), Times .Yews (Twin Falls). Idaho Sraresman (Boise), and 
Dai~,· News (Moscow). A follow-up advertisement ran in newspapers approximately 2 days before the 
public meetings in Idaho Falls. Twin Falls. Boise, and Moscow. Additionally, a post card was mailed to 
about 6,200 citizens on the IN EEL mailing list informing them of the availability of the Proposed Plan. 
comment period, and upcoming public meetings. :\ note was also sent to .all !NEEL employees informing 
them of the same. 

Copies of the Proposed Plan were mailed to about 700 members of the public on the 1:--JEEL 
Community Relations Plan mailing list the week of October 18. 1998. urging citizens to comment on the 
plan and to anend public meetings. Public meetings were held in Idaho Falls on November 16. Twin 
Falls on ~O\ ember 17. Boise on Sovember 18. and \1oscow on So, ember 19. 1998. Prior to public 
meetings 111 each location. an availability session took place from ..i to 7 p.m. The public meetings began 
at 7 p.m. 

For the general public. participation in the decision-making process included receiving and 
n!\ ie\\ ing th!! Proposed Plan. attending the a,·ailability sessions before the public meetings to infom1ally 
discuss the issul!s, with the Agencies remedial project managers and !SEEL environmental restoration 
technical personnel. and submining \·erbal and \Hinen comments to the Agencies during the public 
comment period. 

\\'rinen comment fom1s (including a postage-paid husinc:,;s-rl!ply form) were available to those 
,lltendmg the public meetings. The forms \\·ere used to suhmit \\rttten comments either at the meeting or 
by matl. Thi: re,erse side of the meeting agenda contained a fom1 for the public to use in evaluating the 
cffecti\'eness t)f the meetings. A court reporter\\ as present a1 each meeting to record transcripts of 
di-.cu-.sions and public comments. The meeting tran:;cripts ,, ere placed in the Administrati\·e Record for 
\\'AG 3 Ol 3-13 111 three !:\EEL Information Rcpo~i1nnc-.. For tlw:-e \\ho could not attenJ the public 
mcctm!;!:-. but,, antcd to make formal \\ ntten comment-. .. 1 pn:-tagc-pa,J \\ ritten comment form ,, as 
.mad1cd 10 the Prnpo:..ed Plan. 

' ., ~"--

• 

• 

• 
• 



• 

• 

• 

A total of 55 people not associated with the project attended the public meetings. All comments 
recem!d on the Proposed Plan were considered during the Je\ elopmenl of this ROD. The decisions for 
the actions selected in this ROD are based on the information in the Administrative Record for this OL. 

The ldaho HL Wand FD EIS held scoping workshops in Idaho Falls on October 16. l 997 and in 
Boise on October 23. 1997. The public revised issues of coordination WAG 3 during these workshops. 
The scoping activity report ( DOE-ID 1998c J provides references to these concerns. 

A Responsiveness Summary has been prepared as part of this ROD and is presented in 
Appendix A. All fom1al verbal comments presented at the public meetings and all written comments 
received are also included in Appendix A and in the Administrative Record for the ROD. Those 
comments are annotated to cross reference the comment to the appropriate response in the 
Responsiveness Summary. 

An index of the Administrative Record for OU 3-13 is included as part of this ROD in Appendix B. 
This index shows all of the documents that are contained in the Administrative Record for OU 3-13. As 
the ROD for OU 3-13 is making the decision for the disposition of the sites contained in OU 3-00 
( FF A.:CO "~o Action" Sites) through Ol 3-13. the index and Administrative Record includes these other 
OUs. The decisions made in this ROD are based on the information contained in the Administrative 
Record . 

' , ~' --' 
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4 . SCOPE AND ROLE OF OPERABLE UNITS 
AND RESPONSE ACTIONS 

This comprehensiH! ROD addresses the known contaminant releases at \VAG 3 resulting from 
S~F reprocessing. storage and research. and ancillary activities except for those releases associated with 
the Tank Fam1. Closure of RCRA-regulated units and impacts associated with the closed RCRA units 
also is not included in this ROD. However. post-closure monitoring of closed units. such as the \VCF. 
and past releases of hazardous substances from RCRA-regulated units are addressed. Similarly. closure 
or decontamination and dismantlement ( D&D) of HL W units is not included. but past releases of 
hazardous substances from these units are addressed. 

The I '.'\TEC is one of IO \VA Gs at the [~EEL. Each WAG contains a number of contaminant 
release sites grouped into OCs based on similarity of waste streams and projected remedial actions. 
Fourteen OL's ha\·e been defined for WAG 3." OL' 3-0 I through OC 3-13 are addressed in this ROD. 
OC 3-1-4 will address the final action for the Tank Farm Soils and SRPA inside the current INTEC 
security fence. The OU 3-13 RI/BRA detem1ined that 51 release sites. including the perched water and 

· the SRPA pose risks or threats to human health or the environment greater than allowable levels. Four 
ne\v sites, recently added to OU 3-13. were not evaluated in the RJ!BRA but are presumed to pose a risk 
or threat because of their origin and similar contaminants. During the OU 3-13 FS evaluation. the release 
sites and OUs were further categorized into seven groups relating to media. similar contamination. or 
geographic proximity. These groups are discussed and defined in the following sections. Table 4-1 lists 
each WAG 3 site. site description. and site grouping. The DOE. EPA and the IDHW have selected .. ~o 
Action," "No Further Action,"or a remedial alternative for each of the release site groups and the 
individual sites listed in the table, based on the comparative analyses of alternatives presented in the 
WAG 3 comprehensive RI/FS and other documents contained in the Administrative Record.' In addition . 
four new sites recently added to OU 3- I 3 and thei~ planned disposition are discussed in Section 4.9 and in 
Table 4-1. Section 4.10 describes six other sites that \viii be dispositioned under another WAG or other 
regulatory programs. but will be reviev,red by the CERLCA program dur'ing the 5-year review process. 

4.1 Tank Farm Soils (Group 1) 

The Tank Fann Soils (Figure l-3) previously consisted of sites in OCs 3-06. 3-07. 3-08, 3-1 !. and 
3-13. The sites are located in the area of the Tank Fam1 (Sites CPP-16. -20. -24. -25, -26. -28, -30. -3 l. 
-32. and -79) and adjacent to the PEW evaporator building (Sites CPP-15, -27, -33, and -58) are 
consolidated into Site-96. These sites consist of soil contamination that resulted from spills and pipeline 
leaks of radioactive liquids from plant liquid transfer operations. Distributed throughout the Tank Farm 
soils outside of the previously identified release sites are low concentrations of contaminants at varying 
locations and depths. New Site CPP-96 is a consolidation of all of the previously identified Tank Farm 
Soils sites and the intervening interstitial soils within the Site CPP-96 boundary. Contamination resulting 
from releases from waste transfer lines and \·al\e boxes in the Tank Fann area currently account for 
approximately 95% of the known contaminant imentory. in total curies of radioactive material. 

.: In .1JJ111,H1. 1,1 ··,,1 :\..:twn Sue~·· \\t:re 1Jcnt1tic:J in the FF.\ CO t,u1 \\Cr.: not gnc:n an op.:rabh: u1111 number. Sec: 
..;,:,·11<>11 ~ 'i 1,,r .u!J1luinal J1~.:u"mn 
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Table 4-1. WAG 3 CPP release sites and site ~rou12ing. • Operable OL' 3-13 ROD 
Site L"nit Descri~tion Site Grou12 Decision 

CPP-01 Ot.: 3-09 Concrete settling basins and dry wells east 3 RD,RA 
of CPP-603 

C'PP-IJ2 OL' 3-lJ9 French drain west of CPP-603 , 
RD,RA -

CPP-03 OL" 3-09 Temporary storage area southeast of 3 RD RA 
CPP-603 

CPP-04 Ot.: 3-09 Contaminated soil area around CPP-603 3 RD-'R..\ 
settling tank 

CPP-05 OL" 3-09 Contaminated soil around CPP-603 settling 3 RD.RA 
basin 

CPP-06 OL' 3-09 Trench east of CPP-603 fuel storage basin none .. ~o Further Action·· 

CPP-07 OL' 3-02 Soil contamination northwest of CPP-642 none "No Action .. 
CPP-08 OL' 3-09 CPP-603 basin filter system line failure 3 RD;RA 

CPP-09 Ot.: 3-09 Soil contamination at northeast comer of 3 RD/RA 
CPP-603 south basin 

CPP-10 OU 3-09 CPP-603 plastic pipeline break 3 RDiRA 

CPP-11 Ot.: 3-Q9 CPP-603 sludge and water release 3 RD1RA • CPP-12 oc 3-02 Contaminated paint chips and pad south of none "No Action .. 
CPP-603 

CPP-13 Ot.: 3-08 Pressurization of solid storage cyclone J RD/RA 
northeast of CPP-633 

CPP-14 oc 3-05 Old Sewage Treatment Plant west of ... RORA _, 
CPP-664 

CPP-15 Ot..: 3-0S Solvent burner east of CPP-605 RD,RA 

CPP-16 oc 3-07 Contaminated soil from leak in line from RD, RA-OU 3- I 4J 
CPP W'.\1-181 to PEW Evaporator 

CPP-17 OL" 3-09 Soil storage area south of CPP Peach none .. ~o Further Action .. 
Bottom fuel storage area 

CPP-IX OL" J-02 Gas storage building. current location of none ··\;o Action .. 
CPP-668 

CPP-19 OL" J-09 CPP-603 to CPP-604 line leak 3 RD·RA 

CPP-20 OL' 3-07 CPP-604 radioacti\·e \\aste unloading arr:a RD.,RA 

CPP-21 OL' 3-02 SoliJ waste :.torage bin south ofCPP-(,fJI none ··~o Action .. 
CPP-22 OL 3-lllJ Particulate air release south ofCPP-<103 none "~o Further Action" 
CPJ>-2; Ol 3-ll2 CPP 111Jl!~t1011 \\ ell < \l:\H-FE-PL->t/4) 5 RD·RA" 

CPP-:4 ( )l 3-07 <:PP Tank F,1rm area hu~kl!t -,pill RD R . .\-OL 3-1..i' • 
4- ... 
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Table 4-1. 1 continued). 

• Operable OL 3-13 ROD 
S1te Lnit Description Site Group Decision 

CPP-25 oc 3~07 Contaminated soil in the Tank Fam1 area RD RA 
north of CPP-604 

CPP-26 OL' 3-07 Contaminated soil in the Tank Fam1 area RD.RA 
from steam flushing 

CPP-27 OL' 3-0X Contaminated soil in the Tank Farm area RD:RA 
east of CPP-604 

CPP-28 OL' J-07 Contaminated soil in the Tank Fam1 area RD,·RA 
south of W\1-181 by Vah·e Box A-6 

CPP-29 OU 3-08 Contaminated soil north and west of the none .. No Action .. 
main stack (CPP-708) 

CPP-30 oc 3-07 Contaminated soil in the Tank Fam1 area RD;RA-OL 3- I 4J 
near Valve Box 8-9 

CPP-J I OL' 3-07 Contaminated soil in the Tank Fam1 area RD:RA 
south of Tank \Vi\1-183 

CPP-32 OL 3-07 Contaminated soil in the Tank Fam1 area RD!RA 
southwest and northwest of Valve Box 8-4 

CPP-33 Ou 3-06 Contaminated soil in the Tank Farm area RD/RA 
near WL-102, northeast of CPP-604 

• CPP-34 OU 3-06 Soil storage area (disposed trenches) in the 3 RDIRA 
northeast comer of the lCPP 

CPP-35 oc 3-08 CPP-633 decontamination spill 3 RD/RA 

CPP-36 OL: 3-08 Transfer line leak from CPP-633 to 3 RD1RA 
WL-102 

') 

CPP-37a OL' 3-02 Gra\ el pit-outside l~TEC fence 3 RD;RA 

CPP-37b OL 3-02 Gra\ el pit and debris landfill Inside INTEC 3 RD/RA 
fence 

CPP-3X Ol' 3-04 Friable transite on CPP-60 I through -606. Closure under another program 
-640. -6-1-4. and -648c 

CPP-39 OU 3- 13 CPP HF storage tank /YDB-105) and dry none ·so Action .. 
well. OU J-13 no Track I or Track 2. 

CPP-40 oc 3-06 Lime pit at the base of the CPP-60 I berm none "'.\o Action 
.. 

and french drain 

CPP-41 J OL' .3-02 Fire training pits between CPP-666 and 2 RD·RA 
CPP-663. Lmder asphalt 

CPP-41 h Ol' .3-02 Fire training pits bet\\een CPP-666 and none "'.\o Action" 
CPP-66J 

CPP-42 OL J-1 O Drainage ditch \\ est of C PP-(13 ~ none ··:-...:o :\ction" 

• 
t ' -+· ' 



Table 4-1. (continued). 

Operable OL 3-13 ROD • Si1e L'nn Desaipt1011 Site Ci roup Decision 

CPP--B none Grt!ase pit south of CPP-h3 7 none ··:--.:o Action .. per 
FFA CO 

CPP-44 OL 3-10 Grease pit south of CPP-6< ,x 3 RD,RA 

CPP-45 OL 3-1 I CPP-62 I chemical storage area spills none ··:--.:o Action 
.. 

CPP-46 OL' J-10 CPP-637 courtyard pilot plane release none .. ,o Action .. 

CPP-47 OL" 3-06 Pilot plant storage area\\ est of CPP-620 none ··:--.:o Action·· 

CPP-48 OL. 3-IJ French drain south of CPP-633 3 RD.RA 

CPP-49 Ol' 3-01 PCB transfonner yard ( CPP-705) none .. >lo Action .. 

CPP-50 OL' 3-01 PCB transfom1er yard I CPP-73 I l none .. ~o Action .. 

CPP-51 OL' 3-01 PCB staging area \\est of CPP-660 none ";"\o Action " 

CPP-5:?' 110111! Pickling sht!d east of CPP-631 none .. :,.Jo Action .. per 
FFA,CO 

CPP-53 OL' 3-02 Paint and paint solvent area south of none ··:--.:o Action 
.. 

CPP-697 

CPP-54 oc 3-0:? Drum storage area west ofCPP-660 none .. :-.lo Action .. 
CPP-55 oc 3-02 ~tercury-contaminated area south of 3 ROIRA • CPPT-15 

CPP-56 OL' 3-10 ~itric acid contamination south of none "No Action 
.. 

CPP-734 

CPP-57 OL' 3-02 Sulfuric acid spills east of CPP-606 none "':\o Action 
.. 

CPP-5X OL' 3-11 CPP PE\\' t!\aporator o\·erht!ad pipdint! RD.RA 
spills 

CPP-59 OL' 3-0:? Kerosent! tank overflow \\ t!St of CPP-633 ··'\;o Action .. none 

CPP-60 Ol' 3-0:? Paint shop at prt!St!nt location of CPP-645 :? RD.RA 

CPP-61 Ol' 3-01 PCB spill in CPP-718 transformer yard none OU 3-14 RJ..FSJ 

CPP-6:? OL 3-02 :,..tercury-contaminated area near CPP TB-4 .. ,o Action .. none 

C'PP-63 Ot..: 3-02 Hexone spill by CPP-711) ":\o Action 
.. 

none 

CPP-h4 Ol' 3-0:? Hexone spill \\est of CPP-660 "'.\o Action 
.. 

none 

<:PP-h5 OL' 3-02 CPP Sewage Treatment Plant lagoon~ Closure u111.kr another program 

CPP-h6 OL 3-0:? CPP coal-tired stl!am gl!ncration facility \\' .-\G I U RD RA 
Fly .-\sh Pit 

CPP-6- OL J-1J3 CPP Pl!rcolation Ponds = I and =~ 3 RD.RA 

t'PP-6X OL .:--n: ·\han1foned gasoline tank ... RD RA. 
CPP \'ES-L Tl-652 • ( \.llrth nf Building (111(11 



Table 4-1. 1 continued I. 

Operable 
OC 3-13 ROD • Site Lnu Descri8t1on Site Grour Decision 

CPP-69 OL" 3-09 Abandoned liquid radioactive \\·asee storage ! RDiRA 
Tank CPP \"ES-SFE-20 

CPP- 70 none Septic tank east ofCPP-655 none .. No Action .. per 
FFA.CO 

CPP-71 none Seepage pies west of CPP-656 none ··No Action" per 
FFACO 

CPP-72 none CPP-758 cesspool east ofCPP-651 none .. :\o Action .. per 
FFAICQ 

CPP-73 none Leaching cesspool east ofCPP T-15 none "No Action 
., 

per 
FFA/CO 

CPP-74 none Seepage pit and septic tank west of none .. :\o Action" per CPP-626 
FFAiCO 

CPP-75 none Septic tank and cesspool west of CPP-603 none "No Action " per 
FFAICO 

CPP-76 none Septic tank and cesspool west of CPP-659 none .. No Action .. per 
FFA/CO 

CPP-77 none Seepage pit and cesspool north of CPP-662 none "No Action" per 
FFA/CO • CPP-78 oc 3-09 Contaminated soil west ofCPP-693, east of none "No Action" 

dry fuel seorage area 

CPP-79 OlJ 3-07 Tank farm release near Valve Box A-2 RDiRA 
CPP-80 OL' J-12 CPP-60 I vent tunnel drain leak 2 RD/RA 
CPP-81 OL' 3-12 Abandoned CPP-637,CPP-601 VOG line none oc; 3-14 RI-FS.i 
CPP-82 OL' 3-12 Abandoned line (3.8 cm [l.5in.j) PLA-766 none OL 3-14 RliFSJ 

west of Beech Street 

CPP-83 oc 3-08 The entire perched \Vater system at the 4 RDiRA INTEC 

CPP-84 OL J-13 Gas canisters (buried gas cylinders) 6 RDiRA 
CPP-85 oc 3-13 Waste Calcining Facility blower corridor , 

Part of WCF closure 
CPP-86 OL' 3-13 CPP-602 wasee trench sump 2 RD:RA 
CPP-87 OL" J-13 CPP-604 \.OG blower cdl sump and floor , 

RD,RA -drain 

CPP-8X OL 3-13 Radiologically contaminated soil 
.. :\o Further Aceion .. none -
Conduce 5-year review 

CPP-X9 Ol. 3-13 CPP-61l-+ -()05 tunnel exca\ at ion , 
RD .. RA · -

CPP-90 ()l_" 3-13 CPP- -:'()l) ruthenium d<.!tl.!ct1011 none .. :\o Funher Action" -• Con duct 5-year re\'ie\\ 

..j.." 



Table 4•1. ! contmued I. 

Operable 
Site L"nit Description 

CPP-9 I OL' 3-13 CPP-633 blower pit drain 

CPP-9:? OL' 3-13 Soil boxes west of CPP-1617 

CPP-93 OL' J-13 Simulatt!d calcine disposal trench 

CPP-94 OL: 3-13 Gas canisters (buried gas cylinders) 

CPP-95 OL' J-IJ Airborne plume (also shown in, I 0-06) 

CPP-96 OL' 3-!J Tank Fann interstitial soils 

CPP-97 oc 3-13 Tank Fam1 soil stockpile 

CPP-98 oc 3-13 Tank Fam1 shoring boxes 

CPP-99 oc .3-13 Boxed soil 

Site Group 

3 

J 

3 

6 

Ol 3-13 ROD 
Decision 

RD.RA 

RD· RA 

RD,RA 

RORA 

··:-,.,:o Further Action" -
Conduct 5-year revie\~ 

RD'RA 

3 RD.:RA 

3 RDiRA 

3 RD,RA 

a. So Jcliun ,nc, \\ 111110 thi: T Jnk Fann an: consolidated 11110 Sue: CPP-96. B<!cau~c: the: suc:s .ire: wllhin the: Tank Farm thc:y 
\\ 111 lw ,uh1i:c:1 to the: l.imup I lnh:rnn :\ct111n and 10 the: Ol.' 3-1-t RJ:FS. 

h ( ·pp,.:!) "J ,mm:i: ti1r l)l' 3-1 J ( iroup 5 Jqu1fi:r c,llltam111a11on outside: the l'.\TCE ti:ncc:. The: source: will be: rr:med1a1c:d 
undi:r l)t · )-14 

c, CPP-J:( ,, J~hc:,llh on rooli. and \\all,; of buildings. The: ~lie:\\ 111 he: closc:d under the !\'EEL Asbc:s1os Abatement Program. 

d. S1tc: mm c:d 10 the or .~-14 RI FS bc:cause not c:nou!!h data 1s avarlablt: to make: a risk hasc:d dc:c1sion. 

• 

• 

• 
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.,: ::•, l'. I U ·. '.·,, t.:\ 1,kn.:e ha:- hcen :°<1UllJ t,1 111d1'-·atc: that <111:,. 11( Ilic l".mk l·arm t,mk,; h,1\·e !ca!...1.·,: 
I lo\\1.'\·cr. .:,rnt:1m111:1nb r'ounJ Ill the lllterstlltal ~01b arc l1kel:,. the rL·,uit ot" .. 11x1Jcr1tal rl'ka, .. ·, .11:d :,:.1,-., 
:·r,,m ;1ru.:..:s:; p1p111;; \·ahe box-:::- ,ir :-.~::11p:-. ,1:,J '-·ru,.,-.:t1nurn1::;.i11,>ll fr,in, ''!1.:::.1tH>1b .ind m;1int._-::.1:~ .... -
t.:.\l.'..J\Jl11in,. i.111111\:J :slit.: lll\cst1g::111on:-. ha\·l' hl't.:n .:ondu.:tl'd at thl' L111k Linn site, hc.:.1:::-._· :11.:1::. ,,: :::, 
,pd! arl'a, ar.: Ill 0pt.:ra111,n;il ;ind highly r;id1n;k·t1\·c ai·._•a:--. !"he pr:n.:1pk !lm.:ab pll:-.cJ h:,. ..:,rn:a111111.1'.cd 
I allk l-".1rrn :,oils an: i:xtt:mal c-xposurt.: t11 rad1at1lln ,1nJ ka.:hmg ;mJ 1ra1bpllrt ui" .:onrammanh :,1th.: 
')'-'r, hL·d \\ att.:r nr SRP.-\. SRP.-\ grounJ\\ ,lll'r ..:t111!.1m mated by Tan J.: L1rm ,, 11 b n:k;.bt.:S ..:ould b'-· 
~,

1::,:::11..:,: :,y :"utur,: gruunJ\\JILT u,..:r:-.. 

4.2 Soils Under Buildings and Structures (Group 2) 

Th'-· Soils l ·11Jer BullJ111g:, allJ Structures arc .:nmpns.:J of rt.:ka,;c: Slll's th;lt Ol:.:ur bt.:neath I'." IH · 
;,ui!d:ngs nr ,;tru.:tun:s. and 111dudc- Site's CPP-02. --+Ia. -(>0. -(>8. -XO. -~5. -M,. -87. and -1'9 ( hgt1rl' i ---1, 
Th'-·,;..:- :-.1t..:s ..:01i:;1,st of sod contaminatwn that r..:sulti:J from past h,uarJous or raJioa.:t1w liqu1J :-.pill:-.. 
kaJ..:s. anJ plant operations. 

• Sitt.: ( 'PP-U2 is an old frl·n.:h Jram that \\ as abanJoni:J anJ partially excavated 111 l 96(1 and 1:

lol'atc'J hi:ni:ath Building ( 'PP-603. 

• Sne <..'PP---11 a 1s an olJ iir..:--tra1111ng pit that ,vas rnvered by asphalt during construc:t10:1 ut" 
budding l'PP-633. 

• Site CPP-60 is the soils that were bt.:n..:-ath the fonn('r pa1ntshop budding. CPP-<>--15 h :111\\ 
over this site . 

• Site CPP-68 1s the former loi:at1011 of an abandoned. UN2 L (500 gal) underground gasollllL' 
storage tank. 

• Site C 'PP-SO re-suited from a hazardous. radioactive liquid condensate leak from the BurlJin~ 
l 'PP-<10-1 ,·ent tunnel dram. 

• Site CPP-S5 is the WCF Blower C0mJor. It has b('t.:n .:losc:J 111 place as part of tht.: \\'( ·1-
under an approved H\\'\1A closure plan. Tht.: WCF wdl be 111.:luded wrth the Grnup 2 Sui!:-. 
L"nder Buddings and Stru.:tun:s sites 111 the CERCL\ 5-yc-ar revie\vs. 

• Site c·PP-86 1s a \\asti: tren.:h that nms bent.:ath CPP-602. v,:hich colkcts liquid wast.: for 
transti:r lll the i~EW e\·aporator from \ anous CPP-602 operations. 

• Sile CPP-87 is located beneath the \·apor off-gas blowi:r .:di of Budding CPP-60-t. 

• Site CPP-89 is a tunnel exca\·auon lol'alt.:d b.:neath Bu!lJmgs CPJ>-604 and -605. 

Sites CPP-87 and CPP-89 are integrally relatc:J: the :-.or! and i.:untamination removed from c ·p1,.,-
1,; the ,;ame as that rc:mo\·c-d at C 'PP-S9. Con1am111att.:d soils from th~ tunnd were partially t.:Xl'a\ at'-·d. 
i,,>.\L'cl. .md :-.!tirt:d ..1t tht.: plant. 

I ht.: ma_:,ir threats posed by (irnup 2 :-.Iles are external exposure to .:ontaminants if the budJ111g ,>r 
,t:·::..:turl.' is rt:1110\·ed and potential kachmg and transport ot" :-!ll! contammants to the perched water ,,r 
.·-.RI'.\ I::~· -:\:sun~ hur!Jing or -;1n:-:1ure ~·u:·:·'-·ntl:, ;'ro\·:L!,.> :!11 ,id .. ·c;u:.ik :-ad1:1ll\ll1 prott.:L·t1cin harr:cr .i::-i 



,enc, It) li11111111tiltrutron into the contaminated ,;i)Jls. (irnup ~ :-l1ils are rwt ..:unsidaed ··principal thn:at"· • 
\\.tstcs hc..:au,c the le\dS of rad1011udide:.. pre:-ent ha, e ,we been directly me,1:,ured. 

4.3 Other Surface Soils (Group 3) 

The Other Surface Soils consist of rekase sires located in the following areas: 

• Building CPP-603 
( Sites CPP-0 I. -03. -0-l. -05. -Ol( -09. - I 0. - l l. and - I 9 l 

• Building CPP-633 
I Sites CPP-36 and -91 l 

• Calcined Solids Storage Bins 
1Sites CPP-IJ. -35. and -93) 

• Disposal Trenches 
(Site CPP-34> 

• Old Sewage Treatment Plant (STP) 
(Site CPP-14) 

• 

• 

Grease Pit 
(Site CPP-44) 

Sear Building CPP-1619 
(Site CPP-55) 

• :\ear temporary Building TB- I 

• Percolation Ponds that are situated south of the l:\TEC fence 
(Site CPP-67). 

In addition. Group 3. also includes Sites CPP-37a. CPP-37b. and CPP-48. Site CPP-37a is a 
former gra\'el pit located outside of the current l'.'-TEC security fcnei:, that is used to collect stom1 ,, atcr 
runoff from the Tank Farm. Site CPP-3 7b is a fom1er gran::I pit located inside the current f;-JTEC 
sccurlt} fonci: that was pre, iousiy used for disposal of wasti:waters from the old STP and subsequently 
used for dbposal of construction debris. Site CPP-48 is an excess chemical dump tank located south of 
the old \\'CF (CPP-633) that was used as a french drain from 1975 to 1981. Figure 1-5 shows tht! 
location of the Group 3 sites. These sites generally consi:.t of :.oil contamination that resulted. from 
inad\'ertent spills and leaks of radioactive waste. decontamination solutions. spent fuel storage water. 
storage of radionuclide-contaminated equipment. and other plant-generated wastewaters. Group 3 also 
includes Sitl!' CPP-9::!, which consists of 648 boxes of radionudiJc-contaminated soils that were generated 
from u, uricty of 1:\TEC activities. In addition, the nc\\ :.iti:s similar to Group 3 (CPP-97. -9X, and -99) 
J,~cus:.l!'d in Section 4.9, consist of soils and other material..;,, ill he rcrnediated as Group 3 soils. 

The results ofthl!' RI BRA (DOE-ID 1997[,J indiL·atc that th.: major threat posed by the Group~ 
,11e:. h c,temal c,posurc to radionucliJes. :\dJirionally. thrci: ... ,te-., !CPP-35. -36. and -9 l J pose a risk to 
the SRP.-\. 

• 

• 
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4.4 Perched Water (Group 4) 

Perched \.Varer ( Site CPP-83) occurs at depths ranging between 30 and l 28 m ( l 00 and 420 tt) in 
the basalts and the sedimentary interbeds beneath l~TEC. Figure l -6 shows the approximate extent of 
the perched water at l~TEC. Perched water consists of variably saturated groundwater zones above the 
regional SRPA. The perched water zones result from local recharge from precipitation infiltration. the 
Big Lost River. the l~TEC percolation ponds. the se\•.:age treatment ponds. lawn irrigation. and other 
miscellaneous J:-,..;TEC water sources. Perched water flow is primarily vertical. although some lateral flow 
occurs. and ultimately recharges the SRPA. Perched water has been contaminated by leaching and 
downward transport of contaminants. primarily Sr-90 and tritium from the overlying surface soils. and 
from two instances in which the INTEC injection well (CPP-23) collapsed and service wastewater was 
released to the perched zones. 

The perched water does not pose a direct human health threat because it is not currently used for 
consumption and. in the absence of man-made recharge (e.g. from the percolation ponds). the perched 
water zones are not sufficiently productive to sustain pennanent residence. A future water supply well 
located in the perched water would not be capable of providing sufficient \Vater for domestic purposes. 
However. perched water does pose a threat as a contaminant transport pathway to the SRPA. 
Contaminants already in the perched water are a source of future SRPA contamination. Consumption of 
contaminated water from the SRPA is covered under Group 5. The primary man-made source of perched 
water recharge is the percolation ponds. 

4.5 Snake River Plain Aquifer (Group 5) 

The SRPA underlies the ESRP and has been designated by the EPA as a sole source aquifer for the 
region. The basalts and sedimentary interbeds underlying INTEC, where continually saturated, are part of 
the SRPA. The aquifer lies at a depth of about 137 m (450 ft) beneath the site. Rt,gional groundwater 
tlow is southwest at average estimated velocities of 1.5 mi day (5 ftiday). The average groundwater flow 
velocity at the INTEC is estimated at 3 m/day (IO ft/day) due to local hydraulic conditions. Hydraulic 
characteristics of the aquifer differ considerably from place to place depending on the saturated thickness 
and the characteristics of the basalts and sedimentary interbeds. The source of contamination in the 
SRPA originates primarily from the injection well (CPP-23). However, contaminated soils and perched 
water are predicted to contribute to future SRPA contamination. 1-129, Sr-90. and plutonium isotopes 
were determined to be the only contaminants rhat pose an unacceptable risk to a hypothetical future 
resident beyond the year 2095. The primary 1-129 source was the former injection well. The primary 
Sr-90 source(s) were the former injection well and the Tank Fam1 soils. The plutonium isotopes are 
primarily sourced from the Tank Fam1. Figure 1-7 shows the estimated extent of the l-129 plume. which 
currently exceeds I pCi,L, and contributes to an exceedance of the 4 millirem (mrem)/year beta-gamma 
emitting radionuclide maximum contaminant fe\·el (MCL) in the SRPA. The major human health threat 
posed by contaminated SRPA groundwater is exposure to radionuclides via ingestion by future 
groundwater users. 

Due to the uncertainty associated with the contaminant source estimates and potential releases from 
the Tank Farm soils. the remedial measures taken for the SRPA under OLr 3-l 3 are designated as an 
interim action. The actions selected for the SRPA outside the current l'.\TEC security fence are final 
actions under this ROD. The evaluation and remedy selection for the SRPA inside the current l:\TEC 
:-.ecurity fence \\ill occur under OL" 3-14. The OL" 3-14 decisions will also remediate. if necessary. 
residual contam111ation associated with the former injection weH ( CPP-23 ) . 
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4.6 Buried Gas Cylinders (Group 6) 

Sites CPP-84 and CPP-94 comprise the Buried Gas Cylinders group. Site CPP-84 is located 
outside the current 1:-.;TEC security fence. east of Lincoln Boulernrd and south of the Big Lost River ( see 
Figure 1-8 ). The site consists of a buried trench \\ here compressed gas cylinders ,vere previously 
disposed. The cylinders at the burial site originated from 1:-.;TEC and contain gases used for construction. 
The exact number and contents of the discarded cylinders is not known. but it is belie\'ed that 40 to 100 
cylinders were disposed at the site. The gases in the cylinders may include acetylene. compressed air. 
argon. carbon dioxide. hdium. nitrogen. or oxygen. These gases do not pose a human health risk but are 
considered a safety hazard because ruptures of the cylinders could lead to personal injury. tire. or 
e,plosion. DOE will evaluate the safety concerns of removing the cylinders versus capping them in 
place. 

Site CPP-94 includes an area about 2.4 km ( 1.5 mi) northeast of the l~TEC along the south side of 
a dirt security road (see Figure 1-8). Four exposed gas cylinders have been observed at the site and are 
believed to contain hydrofluoric acid. The safety hazards associated with CPP-94 are similar to those at 
Site CPP-84. The potential for cylinder over-pressurization and bursting is considered the most serious 
hazard at CPP-94. The buried gas cylinders pose a safety hazard to inadvertent intruders (i.e .. back hoe 
operators or drillers). Hydrotluoric acid is very corrosive. reacts violently with moisture, and can 
generate explosive concentrations of hydrogen gas. Fluoride. a chemical residual of hydrofluoric acid 
reactions. is a potential human health and ecological hazard. 

4.7 SFE-20 Hot Waste Tank System (Group 7) 

The SFE-20 Hot Waste Tank System is also known as.Site CPP-69, which consists of a concrete 
vault containing an abandoned radioactive liquid waste storage tank. The top of the tank vault is located 
about 3 m ( 10 ft) below grade. The tank contains about 1.514 L (400 gal) of liquid and about 208 L 
(55 gal) of sludge (Figure 1-9). The tank system consists of the tank contents, tank, and associated 
structures located east of Building CPP-603. The SFE-20 Hot Waste Tank System was constructed in 
1957 to collect liquid radioactive wastes from the south basin area of Building CPP-603 and the Fuel 
Receiving and Storage Facility. In I 976. the SFE-20 Hot Waste Tank System was taken out of service 
and the inlet pipe was disconnected and capped. Contaminated soil may have been used as backfill 
material for the excavation. The pump was also removed from the pump pit and the connections capped. 
:\ preliminary imestigation conducted in 1984 indicated that the tank liquid and sludge contain elevated 
kvels ofCs-137. Cs-134, Co-60, Sr-90. and isotopes of europium. plutonium. and uranium. The 
concentration of plutonium indicates that the liquid is transuranic waste and that the sludge may be 
dassitied as transuranic waste. Previous spills\\ ithin the tank \·ault and pump pit contained similar 
contaminants. ~o data exists to detem1ine if contamination currently exists under SFE-20. however. 
\\hen the vault is removed any contaminated soils\\ ill be excavated and disposed in the ICDF in a 
manner consistent with the Group 3 soils remedy. 

The major threat posed by the SFE-20 Hot \\·aste Tank System is a potential release to the 
under!} ing :..oils and subsequent leaching and transport of soi I contaminants to the perched water or 
$RPA. 

4.8 "No Action" And "No Further Action" Sites 

The :\~ench::.. ha,e determined that .. ,o .-\L'Uon·· M "\;o Further Action"' be taken under CERCLA 
,ll 40 "lie:-.. 1 n :ill ~ases. the Jctermination appl ie:-. tn thc -.01 b llll I~ and not to O\ crlyi ng man-made 
,tru~tur\! ..... \ .. ,t) :\L'llOll ..... 11\! is a -.1tt: that ha:-. ,w con1a1111nant ,oun.:I! or has a minor ~ontarninant :;t)Lm.:-: 
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with an acceptable risk le\·el under a current residential exposure scenario. i.e .. the risk is Jess than 
I x I 0-.i or hazard index (HI)< I in the year .WOO. :\ ··\o Further Action·· site is a site that has a 
contaminant source or a potential contaminant source present that meets either of the following criteria: 

• The· site poses a current unacceptable residential risk. i.e .. greater than I x I o·.i or HI < I in the 
year 2000. but does not pose an unacceptable residential risk in the year 2095, i.e., less than 
I x I 0-.i or HI > l. ( Radioactive decay will allow many sites that are currently unacceptable to 
decay to acceptable risk levels by the year 2095.) 

• The site has contamination that exists at depths greater than IO ft bgs and does not have an 
exposure route available under current site conditions. 

• The site has a minor contaminant source, as qualitatively determ,ined, that exists under a 
building, structure. or asphalt. 

Ten sites were designated as ··\o Action .. sites with the signing of the FFAICO, because it was 
determined that no hazardous substances \\.·ere present or released. An additional 24 sites were 
detennined to be "'.\io Action" during the RI/BRA. Six sites were determined to be "~o Further Action .. 
sites through Track I or Track 2 in\"estigations and RIIBRA analysis. Table 4- I lists the 40 '"~o 
Action/No Further Action" sites. The technical basis for these decisions is contained in the 
Administrative Record. 

All ··1',;o Further Action·· sites will be reviewed during the CERCLA 5-year review process to 
ensure the protectiveness of the remedial actions taken under this ROD.· Review of the ":'l"o Further 
Action" sites is necessary because continued operations of the INTEC may adversely impact these sites. 
Five-year reviews will also ensure that changes in the physical configuration of any INTEC facility or site 
where there is suspicion of a release of hazardous or radioactive substances ( e.g., D&D) will be managed 
to achieve remediation goals established in this ROD. The 5-year revii;ws will continue·as long as 
contaminants exist at levels which result in restricted or limited site usage. 

Each site for which a "~o Action" or '"~o Further Action"' determination has been made is briefly 
discussed below. Additional details can be found in the Administrative Record. 

4.8.1 "No Action/No Further Action" Sites Determined in OU 3-13 ROD 

4.8.1.1 CPP-06. CPP-06 consists ofa trench near the southern border of the INTEC that was used 
to dispose of fuel storage basin water from Building CPP-603. The water discharged was reported to 
contain radionuclides at or near background concentrations. One soil sample was collected from the 
trench. A risk assessment perfom1ed using those data indicated acceptable risks in the year 2095 but 
unacceptable risks in the year 2000. Therefore. the Agencies have detennined that Site CPP-06 is a "~o 
Funher Action·· site (L~11TCO 1995b). 

4.8.1.2 CPP-07. Site CPP-07 is an area of approximately 35 m2 (375 ft!) that was contaminated by 
steam condensates resulting from a jet-pump transfer of liquid low-level radioactive \Vaste from Tank 
SFE-20 to \\'L-102. The contamination incident \\ as a one-time occurrence. The surface contamination 
was measured at 200 mrem:hr !3-·r. The contaminated surface soils were promptly removed and replaced 
\\ ith dean ~oil: no source remains at this site. The .-\genc1es ha\c: determined that CPP-07 is a ··\o 
Action" site because the source \\as remowd { \\"J\CO 1992b). 

4.8.1.3 CPP-12. Site CPP-12 \\ as an area located sou!f1 of Building CPP-603 where contaminated 
paint chips \\ere found outside of a nearby radiation a!1d cnntamrna~i0n control area that was previously 

• us\!J for contaminat\!d eLJuipment storage. The paint -:hips originated from paint that was applied co a 
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storage pad: \\l!athering caused the paint to fall off and" as\\ ind dispersed outside of the control area . 
The contaminated paint chips and storage pad were both removed. Subsequent surveys indicate that no 
contaminated surface soils exist at this site. The ..\gendes have detem1ined that Site CPP- t 2 is a .. '.\o 
Action .. site because the minor source was completely removed I \\'!;\;CO 1992c ). 

4.8.1.4 CPP-17. CPP-1 i consists of two areas near Building CPP-603. The site was used for 
::.taring piles of soil. asphalt. concrete. metal debris. and other items that reportedly came from a \·ariety of 
construction and maintenance acti\·ities within the l'.\TEC. In addition. sludge and liquid generated 
during CPP-603 fuel storage basin maintenance activities may have been deposited in these areas 
resulting in contamination of the underlying soils. The soil in CPP-17 was containerized in 
approximately 653 standard radioactive waste boxes. Three soil borings were sampled to characterize 
CPP-17. The results of the in\·estigation and risk assessment. which are reported in Chapter 14 of the 
BRA. indicated that the risks to current onsite workers and hypothetical future residents is acceptable but . 
the current residential risks are unacceptable. Therefore. the Agencies have detem1ined that Site CPP-17 · 
is a ":-.:o Further Action .. (LITCO 1995b). 

4.8.1.5 CPP-18. Site CPP-18 is an area that was used to store spent gas cylinders. Building 
CPP-668 is presently located on this site. In addition. excavation for, and construction of Building 
CPP-668 would have disturbed any minor contamination that may have existed at the site 
(WJ:-.:CO 1992d). The Agencies have detem1ined that Site CPP-18 is a .. ~o Action .. site because there is 
no documentation or other,evidence of a release. 

4.8.1.6 CPP-21. Site CPP-21 is an area south ofCPP-601 that was used to store solid waste 
including paper. rags, and contaminated metal. The waste was contained in three dumpsters. A 
radiological survey of the area revealed no evidence of contamination. The Agencies have detennined 
that Site CPP-21 is a ··:,.;o Action" site because there is no evidence of a source or a release at this site 
(WJNCO 1993b). 

4.8.1.7 CPP-22. Site CPP-22 is the location of surface contamination associated with a 1958 air 
release that resulted from the failure of a HEPA filter. The HEPA filter was associated with the Fuel 
Element Cutting Facility. Contamination from this airborne release has most likely been removed or 
covered over \Vith soil during the period from 1958 to the present as a result of construction activities that 
have disturbed the area. The area was extensively surveyed and three boreholes were drilled within Site 
CPP-22 at the locations surveyed to have the highest radiation levels abo\'e background. During the 
investigation. the peak concentration for Cs-137 was 14 pCi,g. The Agencies have determined that Site 
CPP-22 is a "No Further Action" site because the future risks are acceptable but the current residential 
risks are not acceptable ( LITCO 1995b ). 

4.8.1.8 CPP-29. Site CPP-29 is the result ofa release of small quantities of radioactive liquid at the 
base of the original ICPP stack in 1974. The original contaminated area was estimated to be 0.7 m: (X n~, 
and no more than a few inches thick. Since the release. the \lain Stack Refurbishment Project compktel1 
excav:ued this site to a depth of 2.1 m ( 7 ft) (bis) and extended the concrete base of the ne\\' stack o\·er the 
area of the release. The Agencies ha\·e detem1ined that Site CPP-29 is a .. '.\o Action .. site because the 
ongmal area of contamination was completely excavated and coYered with concrete (W[".',;CO 1993c. 
DOE et al. J 994b>. 

4.8.1.9 CPP-39. Site CPP-39 consisted l)f a h: drotluoric acid storage tank. a conc;re(e containment 
,ault. ,mJ a 3S-m ( 125-til tile lme connected to the Jry \\ell. The :;torage tank was used as a makeup tank 
to provide h~drotluon~ add to the CPP-(>01 d1:-,:-.olution proce:-.:-.. The tank was also used to recei\e off
,pedlk:mon hydrolluonc acid \\ here it \\ ;1::, either adju:-.tt:d to meet :;peci Ii cations or neutralized and 
di-.charged to a dry \\ell. The Jry \\ell and \,llilt hntll c()lltained lime:-.tone rnck to ncutrali/.t: the 
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hydrofluoric acid. ~o radioactive constituents were associated with this process. The system was used 
from 196 7 to 1984 and was removed in l 990: the clay tile pipe was remo\'ed in 1993. Sampling results 
and subsequent risk analysis indicate that current residential risks are acceptable. Cumulative risks from 
all contaminants at all depths evaluated were belO\\' a H l of I or the I x I o·-1 carcinogenic risk levels. The 
Agencies have determined that Site CPP-39 is a .. No Action" site because the risks are considered 
acceptable ( DOE-ID 1997b ). 

4.8.1.10 CPP-40. Site CPP-40 is the location of a historic acid neutralization pit and associated 
piping. It consisted of a I 9-m ( 62-ft) long drain pipe. a neutralization pit ( lime pit), and a discharge pipe. 
The drain pipe led from a drip pan in CPP-60 I that collected spills of hydrofluoric acid and other 
miscellaneous chemicals. The discharge from CPP-601 was discontinued in 1985 but water continued to 
flow into the neutralization pit until 1990. The drain pipe, neutralization pit, and discharge pipe have 
been remo\'ed. ~o radionuclides were detected in the material removed. The analysis of samples 
collected could not confirm the presence of residual contamination because only two out of three samples 
measured Cs-137 at levels slightly above background and below the risk-based concentration. 

The Agencies have determined that Site CPP-40 is a 0 No Action" site because no source remains at 
this site and the maximum measured Cs-137 concentration is l.3 pCiig which is below the I x 10·-1 risk- · 
based concentration (Wl~CO 19939 and DOE-!De 1997b). 

4.8.1.11 CPP-41 b. Site CPP-41 b consists of a pit where oils and organic materials were placed in 
metal drip pans and ignited for fire brigade practice. The training pit is no longer in use. CPP-41 b has 
been totally excavated and partially covered by Building CPP-666. No samples were taken from this site; 
therefore, no quantitative risk assessment was performed. The Agencies have determined that Site 
CPP-41 bis a "No Action" site because the site has been excavated and removed . 

4.8.1.12 CPP-42. Site CPP-42 is a drainage ditch that is west of CPP-637 and was originally 
designed to handle precipitation run-off. It was suspected that some nonradioactive laboratory ,.,:aste had 
been disposed to the surface soil at this site. The Agencies have determined that Site CPP-42 is a "~o 
Action" site because the calculated HI was less than one (LMITCO 1994). 

4.8.1.13 CPP-45. Site CPP-45 was a storage area for various acids (HCL, HNO;, HF, and H~SO~) 
and aluminum nitrate. During the history of operation in the CPP-621 area. five releases were 
documented and other spills or releases were.suspected. The samples collected and ensuing risk 
assessment indicated that the contaminant levels were all below an HI of I. The Agencies have 
detem1ined that Site CPP-45 is a "No Action·· site because the calculated risks were acceptable (WINCO 
J 993e). 

4.8.1.14 CPP-46. Site CPP-46 is an area that was contaminated by a l.700L (450 gal) spill of 
simulated zirconium fluoride waste. This simulated zirconium fluoride \Vaste was being used as a 
nonradioactive feed stock for process testing. Following the release. the waste was neutralized and 
rnntaminated soils were removed. Subsequent soil samples confirmed that most of the affected soils were 
removed. The highest Cs- ( 37 concentration was 2 pCi:g. The only remaining soil that was clearly 
contaminated \\US later entirely removed during excavation for footings of the concrete slabs on which the 
tanks 110\\ sit. The Agencies have detem1ined that Site CPP-46 is a --~o Action·· site because the source 
has been remo, ed and the current residential risks are considered acceptable ( UTCO J 994. and 
DOE-ID I l>97h). 

4.8.1.15 CPP-47. Site CPP--r7·is an area used to store high molar hydrofluoric acid. One to three 
20X-L (55-gal) Jrums \\ere ..;toreJ on pallets. Sometime 111 19:-<-L a small spill (approximately 7.5 L 
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f::? gal]) \\as knO\\ n to ha\e occurred. The area was sampled and the analysis showed that although high • 
lluoride concentrations \\ ere obser\'ed. but they ,, ere below risk-based le\'els. The Agencies have 
determined that Site CPP-47 is a .. '.\o Action .. site because the calculated HI is much less than I 
(\\'1:-.:co 199:!x). 

4.8.1.16 CPP-49. Site CPP-49 is the site of soils underneath an active transfom1er yard that 
contained three PCB transfom1ers. Visual evidence of leaks lead to sampling the concrete pads and 
')urrounding soil. Sampling results indicate that the soil contained less than 0.1 ppm PCBs: One concrete 
pad sample contained 29.1 ppm PCBs. Subsequent sealing activities completed on the transfom1er pad 
ha, e resulted in encapsulation of the pad within a larger resultant concrete pad structure. The Agencies 
ha\'e determined that Site CPP-49 and the soils under the transformer pad is a .. ~o Action .. site because 
the PCB concentrations observed in the soil ,, ere less than the CERCLA cleanup criteria for PCBs. In 
addition. the concrete pad was sealed and incorporated into a larger concrete pad (WINCO 1992a). 

4.8.1.17 CPP-50. Site CPP-50 is the location of soi Is beneath a PCB transformer pad. The 
transformer contained 874 L (231 gall of 400 ppm PCB oil. Leakage was noted during an inspection of 
the transformer in 1985. The leaked oil was isolated on the transfom1er concrete pad and did not impact 
the surrounding soil. The transformer \\·as removed and disposed at an approved off-Site disposal facility. 
The Agencies have determined that Site CPP-50 is a ··so Action .. site because there is no evidence that 
contamination spread to the surrounding soil ( Wl~CO 1992a). 

4.8.1.18 CPP-51. Site CPP-51 is defined as the soil below a storage area for PCB-transformers, 
contaminated soil. debris. and concrete from the ICPP Utilities Replacement and Expansion Project. The 
storage area was unpaved: During the upgrade project, two transformers leaked onto plastic sheeting. 
The sheeting, transformers, and debris have been removed from the site. The PCB concentrations in the 
soil are less than the I ppm cleanup criteria specified by TSCA for unrestricted access areas (40 CFR 
761.125 (c)(4)(v). Of the eight samples collected. the maximum PCB concentration observed was 
0.120 ppm. The Agencies have determined that C .1P-5 I is a "No Action·· site because the PCB 
contamination is below the TSCA cleanup standards ( w1::--:co 1992a}. 

4.8.1.19 CPP-53. Site CPP-53 was an area used by a painting subcontractor for the storage of 
approximately 30 to 40 drums of paint and paint solvents. In 1983. the stored materials were removed to 
an EPA appro\'ed disposal facility and the area was covered with 61 to 76 cm (24 to 30 in.) of gravel. 
The area \\US subsequently used as a construction laydown area and vehicle parking. There are no 
documented releases at this site. Sample results did not indicate any contamination above detection 
limits. The Agencies have determined that Site CPP-53 is a .. No Action" site due to the lack of an 
apparent source (\\'!NCO 1992g). 

4.8.1.20 CPP-54. Site CPP-54 is an area that \\as used co store approximately 30 to 40 drums of 
organic soh ent and used oil. There are no known releases from the drums. Analysis of soil sample:. 
collected did not reveal any contamination abo\ e risk-based levels. The Agencies have determined chat 
Site CPP-54 is a ··::--:o Action" site due the lack ofan apparent source (Wl~CO 1992h). 

4.8.1.21 CPP-56. Site CPP-56 is an area where a nitric acid leak occurred in a transfer line in 1968. 
The 1111m: acid \\as neutralized prior to disposal and was nonradioactive. In 1986-87. the site was 
e,ca\ ated tll ,;upport construction of CPP-796. Any residual contamination would have been blended 
\\1th had.Iii( ,;oil as part of construction ofCPP-?96. The Agencies han! determined that Site CPP-56 is 
,I ··,o Action .. :-Ile: hc:i:au:..c: the: HI was 4ualitati,c:l~ dc:tc:rn1inc:d to be: kss than I. and the residual 
i:on1:1m111at1'-lll \\ as rc:mo\ c:<l ( LITCO 1994 ). 
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4.8.1.22 CPP-57. Site CPP-57 is a sulfuric acid tank. :\ppro.ximately l 89 L (50 gal) of sulfuric acid 
spilled on the ground in 1984. and 17.034 L H.500 gall spilled in 1985. The soil was neutralized and 
remo\·ed; any residual acid that was not remo\'ed \\Ould have been naturally neutralized by the soils. The 
Agencies ha"'e detennined that Site CPP-57 is a .. '.'\o .-\ction" site because no source remains and the HI 
was qualitatively detennined to be less than one ( WI\:CO I 992i). 

4.8.1.23 CPP-59. Site CPP-59 consists of soils within a containment benn surrounding two 
75. 708 L ( 20.000 gal) kerosene storage tanks. Contamination of CPP-59 occurred in two separate 
kerosene releases that occurred in 1983: the combined release was 984 L (260 gal) of kerosene. There is 
no documentation of cleanup following the two discharges. The kerosene most likely evaporated or 
infiltrated into the soil. Nine borehole samples were collected to characterize CPP-59. Xylenes were the 
only volatile organic compounds (VOCs) detected in the soils at concentrations ranged between I and I I 
µg!kg. Risks were calculated to be less than I x I 0·4 and an HI less than I. The Agencies have 
determined Site CPP-59 is a "~o Action" site because the risk and His are less than I x I o·-1 and one 
respectively. (\VINCO I 992j. \VI~CO I 994a.) 

4.8.1.24 CPP-62. Site CPP-62 is an area where paint solvents were discarded to the soil. In 1985, a 
cleanup of this area was conducted in which 28 drums of contaminated soil were removed and shipped to 
a commercial hazardous \Vaste facility. Subsequently. in 1987. the area was excavated for the 
construction of the 7•h Calcined Solids Storage Vault. The Agencies have determined that Site CPP-62 is 
a ":--.:o Action" site because the source \Vas removed and additional excavation has been conducted 
(Wll'iCO 1992k). 

4.8.1.25 CPP-63. Site CPP-63 is the site of a hexone spill in 1982. During excavation for cathodic 
protection maintenance or repair. a hexone line was cut by a backhoe; approximately 189 L (50 gal) was 
released .. There were no reports indicating if the soil was removed after the spill. Three soil samples 
were collected along the length of the broken line. The samples were analyzed for VOCs including 
hexone. The VOC concentrations were less than the method detection limits. The Agencies have 
determined that Site CPP-63 is a "No Action" site because the HI is less than I (WINCO I 993t). 

4.8.1.26 CPP-64. Site CPP-64 is the site of a hex.one spill in which a forklift operator punctured a 
drum ofhexone. About 208L (55 gal) ofhexone leaked onto the asphalt. Vermiculite was used to absorb 
most of the he.xone and the vermiculate was collected and disposed. Soil samples from five boreholes 
were analyzed and revealed that no he.xone was detected significantly below risk-based concentrations. 
The other contaminants detected were below an HI of I. The Agencies have determined that Site CPP-64 
is a "\;o Action" site because the initial spill was small. the source was removed, and the analytical results 
indicate acceptable risks (WINCO 19921). 

4.8.1.27 CPP-78. Site CPP-78 consists ofa 2.3 m~ (25 ft~) area of potentially radioactively
contaminated soil located west of building CPP-693 and east of the Dry Fuel Storage Area. 
Contamination was discovered durinl.l: e.xca\·ation acti\·ities. The origin of the contamination is not knO\\ n 
but is presumt!d to have resulted fron; a surface spill. Two soil borin~gs \Vere drilled and soil samples 
col kcted and analyzed. The analysis of the samples showed that the radiation levels barely exceelkd 
background \ alues and are below I x Io·~ residential risk-based concentrations. The Agencies ha\·e 
detennined that Site CPP- 7~ is a ··,o Action" site because no discemable source could be found and the 
risk le\·els are acceptable ( LITCO 1995 ). 

4.8.1.28 CPP-88. Site CPP-88 consists of the radioactively-contaminated soils within the current 
l '.\TEC security fence that ha\·e not been attributed to another speci tic release site. Investigation of 
CPP.-XX includ~J e,tensi\ e document re\ iew..; ant.I analysis of :,;amples collected from 16 boreholes from 
\ amn1..; f '\TEC llh:ation,... Thl! rna \ imum C :;- I:<":' ..:nncl!ntration \\ as 36.6 pCi g and the 95'\, LCL for 
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Cs-137 \\as 1-U pC1 g. The Agencies ha\C determined that Site CPP-88 is a .. '.\o Further Action·· site • 
because it is abo\e the current I x 10 .. : residential risk range and below the year 2095 I x !0"4 residential 
risk range (DOE-ID 1997bJ. 

4.8.1.29 CPP-90. Site CPP-90 consists of soil contaminated by leaks in service waste transfer lines 
between Building CPP-709 and the CPP-2.3 injection well. The original concrete pipeline was replaced in 
I 959-1960 \\ ith a\ itritied clay line. The \'itritied clay line was replaced in 1969 with a stainless steel line 
that ,,as partially replaced in 1982 with anoth·er stainless steel line. In 1986. the line was permanently 
taken out of sen:ice and abandoned in place. Three soil borings were drilled to support the BRA. Soil 
analytical data from those borings indicate a maximum Cs-137 concentration of7.5 pCiig and a 95% 
L'CL for Cs-137 of 7.5 pCi:g. The Agencies have determined that Site CPP-90 is a ·';-.;o Further Action" 
site because the future residential risk is acceptable but the current residential· risk is not acceptable. 
(DOE-ID 1997b). This site will be revie\',:ed under the CERCLA 5-year review to ensure that if this pipe 
is removed in the future. any contamination discovered will be properly addressed. 

4.8.1.30 CPP-95. Site CPP-95 is the wind-blown plume and consists of areas outside the current 
INTEC perimeter fence that are potentially contaminated as a result-of wind dispersion of radionuclides 
from facility operations. The area delineated as Site CPP-95 (i.e .• the WAG 3 AOC) is shown in 
Figure 1-10. Surveys and soil sampling were conducted as part of the I 0-06 RI and EE/CA. The 95°,;, 
upper confidence level ( l:CL) 95% concentration for Cs-137 within the AOC is 5.9 pCilg. Site CPP-95 is 
a "So Further Action·· site . because it is above the current I x I 0--1 residential risk range and below the 
year 2095 I x 10·4 residential risk range (DOE-ID 1997b). 

4.8.2 "No Action" Sites Designated in the FFA/CO 

4.8.2.1 CPP-43-Grease Pit South of CPP-637. This pit was used for the disposal of an 
unkno\vn quantity of oil and grease. The site occupies an area of 141 m~ ( 1.520 ft2

). The site was filled. 
and a building (CPP-651) was constructed on the site in the mid-l 970s. A "No Action·· decision 
documentation package was placed in the Administrative Record in September 1991; in December 1991. 
the Agencies fom1ally detem1ined that this site is a "No Action" site in the FFA/CO (WJ:-.:CO 1991a). 

4.8.2.2 CPP-52. Site CPP-52 was a pickling shed used to treat piping and other structural materials 
with mineral acids during the original construction of the ICPP. The site involved an area of 13.4 m; 
( I 44 ft!). The building ,vas a temporary structure located east of CPP-631. Spent pickling solutions were 
disposed in liquid waste storage tanks; there are no records of spills or leaks. The building was 
demolished in 1954. A ·•>Jo Action" decision documentation package was placed in the Administrative 
Record in September 1991; in December 1991. the Agencies fom,ally determined that this site is a ··;-.;o 
Action" .. ite in the FFA.CO (\\'1;'1,'.CO 1991b). 

4.8.2.3 CPP-70. Site CPP-70 is a septic tank located east ofCPP-655. This septic tank was used to 
treat sanitary waste generated at the craft shop and warehouse building, Operations in the building 
included equipment maintenance and repair. welding. and carpentry. There are no drains located in the 
work areas and there is no e\·idence hazardous constituents were disposed in the septic system. A "\:o 
Action·· dccision documentation package was placed in the Administrati,·e Record in September 1991: in 
December 1991. the Agencies fom,ally determined that this site is a ":'\o Action .. site in the FFA. CO 
1WISCO 199lct. 

4.8.2.4 CPP-71. Site CPP- 71 consists of the seepage pits \\CSt ofCPP-656. These pits were used in 
c,m.1u1]Ct1on \\ 1th the ,eptic tank l,1..:ated east of CPP-655 I CPP- 71) ). There are no records of hazardous 
Clllblltuent reka:-.e:-.. :\ "'.:o .-\ction·· decision Jocumt:ntation package was placed in the .-\dministrative 
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Record in September 199 l; in December 1991. the Agencies fom1ally determined that this site is a .. ~o 
Action .. site in the FFA.CO (Wl;'\CO 1991c). 

4.8.2.5 CPP-72. Site CPP-72 consists of the CPP-758 cesspool east of CPP-651. Site CPP-72 used 
to treat sanitary sewage from temporary office trailers. The trailers have been disconnected and the 
system is no longer in use. Because the septic system \Vas only connected to office restrooms. it is 
unlikely hazardous constituents were disposed in the system. A "No Action" decision documentation 
package was placed in the Administrative Record in September 1991; in December 1991, the Agencies 
formally determined that this site is a .. No Action" site in the FFAiCO (WINCO 1991d). 

4.8.2.6 CPP-73. Site CPP-73 is a cesspool located east of and connected to temporary building 
CPP-T-5, which was used as a luncrubreak room by a construction contractor. No hazardous materials 
have been stored at this location, and no hazardous wastes are reported to have been disposed into the 
unit. A "~o Action'' decision documentation package was placed in the Administrative Record in 
September 1991: in December 1991. the Agencies formally determined that this site is a "No Action" site 
in the FFA. .. CO (Wl:'\CO 199le). 

4.8.2. 7 CPP-74. Site CPP-74 is a seepage pit and septic tank located west of Building CPP-626. 
This septic system was constructed in the early 1970s and is used to treat sanitary waste from the fuel 
receiving and storage building and storage basin change room. The building contains a cafeteria, 
restroom facilities, showers, and office space. No operations involving hazardous materials are known to 
have occurred in the building and it is unlikely hazardous wastes have entered the system. The Summary 
Assessment recommending "l\io Action" for this site was approved in 1988. A "No Action" decision 
documentation package was placed in the Administrative Record in September 1991; in December 1991, 
the Agencies formally determined that this site is a "No Action" site in the FF NCO (WINCO l 991 f) . 

4.8.2.8 CPP-75. Site CPP-75 consists of the septic tank west of Building CPP-603. It was built in 
the early 1950s and received sanitary wastes before operation ofCPP-74. The system was connected to a 
restroom facility. which was physically isolated from hazardous materials operations. The primary 
hazardous materials used in operations that might have been associated with this unit were mineral acids. 
The Summary Assessment recommending "So Action" for this site was approved in 1988. A "No· 
Action .. decision documentation package was placed in the Administrative Record in September 1991; in 
December 1991. the Agencies formally determined that this site is a .. No Action" site in the FF A/CO 
(WIN CO 1991 g). 

4.8.2.9 CPP-76. Site CPP-76 consists of the septic tank and cesspool west of Building CPP-659 
which was used to treat sanitary wastewater from the old calcining facility, built in 1960. There are no 
records of hazardous ,vastes entering the system. The septic tanks are currently being removed in support 
of the '.\0, Abatement Facility construction. The Summary Assessment recommending "So Action" for 
this site was approved in 1988. A "No Action" documentation package was placed in the Administrative 
Record in September 199 l; in December I 991. the Agencies formally determined that this site is a ··:\o 
Action" site in the FFA!CO (Wl\:CO 1991h). 

4.8.2.10 CPP-77. Site CPP-77 is a seepage pit and cesspool located north of Building CPP-662. 
There are no kno,, n records that indicate hazardous materials e,·er entered this system. The Summary 
Assessment recommending ··'.\o Action .. for this site was approved in 1988. A ":So Action" 
documenta!ion package for this site \\US placed in the Administrative Record in September. 1991: in 
December t 991. the :\gencies formally detem1ined that this site is a .. '.\o Action" site in the FFA,CO 
! \\'l'.\CO J 99 ti) . 
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4.9 New Soil Release Sites 

The Agencies have added four release sites 1CPP-%. -97. -98. and -99) to the FFA:CO action plan 
list of sites for Ol:..' 3- I 3. Site CPP-96,is a consolidation of all of the pre\'iously identified release and the 
inten·ening interstitial soils within the CPP-96 boundary. Sites CPP-97. -98. and-99 consist of soil and 
debris that,originated from the Tank Farm upgrade project or the Building CPP-604 egress tunnel project. 
both of \\.-hich were performed between 1993 and I 995. Pre\·iously. this material was managed as low
le\'el radioactive waste: however, recent discussions between the Agencies has resulted in a realization 
that because the Tank Farm waste may be RCRA listed and the contaminated soil and debris may also be 
RCRA listed. 

Site CPP-96. is considered part of the Group I Tank Farm Soils sites and will be addressed by both 
the Tank Farm Interim Action under OU 3-13 and the final action selected under OU 3-14. Sites CPP-9i. 
CPP-98. and CPP-99 will be remediated under the selected remedy for Group 3 other surface soils in this 
ROD. 

4.9.1 CPP-96-Tank Farm Interstitial Soils 

Site CPP-96 is a consolidation of all of the previously identified release and the intervening 
interstitial soils within the CPP-96 boundary. Previously, the I~TEC Tank Fann area included 14 kno\\n 
release sites. However. the arbitrary boundaries of each release site did not include all of the 
contaminated soils in the Tank Fann area: contamination was present outside of the initial known release 
sites. Site CPP-96 includes all of the interstitial soils within the Tank Fann area · 

4.9.2 CPP-97-Tank Farm Soil Stockpiles 

Site CPP-97 consists of t,vo tarp-covered soil stockpiles that originated from the Tank Fann 
upgrade project. One pile contains approximately 1.093 m3 

( 1.430 yd3
) of radionuclide-contaminated 

:;oils. Radiation measurements at the time of generation ranged between O and 3 mR/hr. The second soi I 
stockpile contains approximately 53 m3 (70 yd-\) of radionuclide-contaminated soils with 3 to 50 mR.'hr 
radiation readings. These soils will be included in Group 3 soils for disposal at the ICDF. 

4.9.3 CPP-98-Tank Farm Shoring Boxes 

The Tank Fam, upgrade project used wooden shoring during excavation_ Because the soil was 
conlammated. the shoring also became contaminated. The contaminated shoring \Vas placed into 
11 :{ \\OOden radioactive waste boxes that have been managed as low-level radioactive \Vaste_ These soils 
und shoring will be included in Group 3 soils for disposal at the ICDF. 

4.9.4 CPP-99-Boxed Soil 

In addition to the aforementioned waste. the Tank Farm upgrade and CPP-604 tunnel egress 
project:; generated 59 boxes of radionuclide-contaminated soil that have been managed as low-leH:l 
mdioacti\e \\aste. These boxed soils will be included in Ciroup > for disposal at the ICDF. 

4.10 Sites Addressed Under Other WAGs or Regulatory ~rograms 

Si, l>th!s. CPP-3X. CPP-61. CPP-65_ CPP-M. CPP-X I. arid CPP-H2. listed under the FF:\ CO as 
part ot'\\'.-\G 3 are not included in thi: aforemt:ntioni:J ~c\cn gwU(b. These sites \\ere in,e:-.tigatc:d a:-. 
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part of the \VAG 3 Rf,FS process. The Agencies ha\·e determined that these sites are most appropriately 
dispositioned outside OU 3-13, either in other programs or under other CERCLA OUs . 

4.10.1 CPP-38-Asbestos in Nine INTEC Buildings 

Site CPP-38 is part ofOC 3-04 and consists of what was believed to be friable transite asbestos on 
the roof and walls in nine buildings at 1:--:TEC. A Track I decision document detennined that the asbestos 
is a nonfriable form. thus representing a low risk to human health and the environment and poses no 
threat of release until building D&D occurs (WlNCO 1993g)'. Therefore, the Agencies decided that this 
site v,:ould be more appropriately administered and remediated ( if necessary) under the l'.\EEL Asbestos 
Abatement Program rather than the FF A/CO. IN EEL asbestos management is conducted in accordance 
with NESHAPS. 

4.10.1.1 CPP-61. Site CPP-61 is an area within the CPP-718 transformer yard where a PCB oil spill 
occurred in the early I 980's. Approximately 1,510 L (400 gal) of PCB oil was spilled. The PCB 
concentration in the oil was 179 ppm. Most of the spill was contained, however, some spilled oil that 
contaminated the surrounding soil. In 1985. the spill area was cleaned up; approximately 40 drums of soil 
and debris were removed. A new transformer and concrete pad have been insta11ed over the site. Three 
soil borings were drilled and soil samples analyzed for radionuclides. The radionuclides found were 
below risk-based soil concentrations (WINCO 1992a). The Agencies have determined that CPP-61 will 
be transferred to OU 3-14 for further evaluation because of the uncertain amount of PCB contamination 
that may remain under the concrete pad. 

4.10.2 CPP-65-Sewage Treatment Plant Lagoon 

Site CPP-65 is the lagoons for the INTEC Sewage Treatment Plant (STP). The plant treats sanitary 
waste from 31 INTEC facilities. The STP began operation in 1984 and is currently in use. The lagoons 
include four infiltration/percolation trenches that are used to dispose of treated sanitary wastewater. The 
lagoons were investigated as part of the RI/BRA. (DOE-ID 1997b. Section 9.3). 

The STP does not contain COCs in concentrations that present a threat to human health and the 
environment either through surface exposure or via transport to the Snake River Plain Aquifer. The 
Agencies have decided that final closure of the STP lagoons will be most appropriately handled under the 
Idaho Wastewater Land Application Rules (Idaho Administrative Procedures Act (IDAPAJ 16.01.02); 
this decision \\.'US based on the low concentration of contaminants observed in lagoon \vater and the 
continued use of the lagoons. 

4.10.3 CPP-66-Steam Plant Fly Ash Pit 

Site CPP-66 is the coal-fired Stearn Generation Facility Fly Ash Pit located southeast of the 
l;\TEC. The pit has been used for the disposal of fly ash produced by the INTEC Steam Generation 
Facility since 1984. The ash in the pit contains natural radionuclides and metals derived from coal and 
limestone. Site CPP-66 was evaluated using the Track l process in 1993 and recommended for .. '.\o 
Further Action" based on a human health risk evaluation. \fore specifically. the measured concentrations 
of radionuclides and inorganics in the fly ash are sufficiently low as to pose a negligible risk under both 
residential and occupational scenarios. Furthem1ore. the low permeability of the dried ash and lo\v 
rainfall at the L'\EEL provide little dri\·ing force for leaching of ash constituents to the groundwater 
( Wl\:CO 1993 h ). Subsequently. an ecological risk screening was perfom1ed during the Ot.: J-13 
RI BRA. which suggested that a risk to em ironmen'tal receptors may exist from the metals present in the 
ash. The .-\gencie:-. h,n e determini:d that the site will he transferred to OL I 0-04 for further evaluation 
,111J remedia11on. 1f nece~sary. 
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4.10.3.1 CPP-81. Site CPP-81 is an abandoned line from the 30-cm 112-in.) Calciner Pilot Plant. 
The lme. located approximately 0.6- to 0.9-m (2- co 3-ft) bis. contained simulated calcine that became • 
plugged in the line following a test run. During the fall of 1993. the line was cleaned as part of a time-
critical removal action. The line \\.as tlushed \\. ith hot acid to remove the simulated calcine. No leaks 
were observed during the removal action indicating that no previous release co the environment had 
occurred. The final water rinse was analyzed and found to .not contain contaminants above toxicity 
characteristic leaching procedure (TCLP) limits. The Agencies have determined the Site CPP-81 will be 
transti!rred to OL' 3-l-4 for further evaluation because of the lack of sufficient data to make a final 
decision. 

4.10.3.2 CPP-82. Site CPP-82 is the location of three waste water spills (designated Sites A. B. and 
C) caused by rupturing of previously abandoned underground lines. The lines were ruptured during 
excavation activities. In the spill associated with Site A. an estimated 9.4 L (2.5 gal) of low-level 
radioactive waste escaped: the abandoned line and contaminated soil associated\\ ith the leak were 
removed and disposed. Sites 8 and Care associated with spills of nonradioactive. nonhazardous waste 
water: these spills occurred during the repair activities associated with Site A. The Agencies have 
determined the Site CPP-82 will be transferred to OU 3-14 for further evaluation because of the lack of 
sufficient data to make a final decision. 
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5. . SUMMARY OF SITE CHARACTERISTICS 

5.1 Physiography, Geology, and Hydrology 

The !NEEL is located on the northeastern portion of the Eastern Snake River Plain (ESRP). a 
volcanic plateau that is primarily composed of silicic and basaltic volcanic rocks with interspersed 
sedimentary ·material. In this region, the climate is characterized as semidesert with hot summers and 
cold winters. Normal annual precipitation is 22. l cm (8.71 in.). Within the ESRP. the INEEL is located 
m a topographically closed drainage basin. Natural sources of surface recharge in the basin mclude Birch 
Creek, the Little Lost River. and the Big Lost River. The Big Lost River channel is typically dry because 
of the arid climate. high infiltration rates through the alluvium. and active upstream irrigation and tlood 
control diversions. Other natural sources of surface water include occasional heavy precipitation or 
snowrnelt. which results in surface water runoff into natural drainage areas, usually in January through 
April of each year. The surface water serves as a recharge source to the underlying SRP A. which occurs 
at depths of 61 to 154 m (200 to 500 ft) bis. In the SRPA, regional groundwater flow is to the southwest 
at average estimated velocities of l.5 m/day (5 ft/day), with significant local deviation due to local 
hydraulic influences and variability in saturated thickness and the characteristics of the basalts and 
sedimentary interbeds. The northern portion of the INTEC lies within the Big Lost River 100-year 
floodplain (Figure 5-1). The SRPA was designated a sole-source aquifer under the Safe Drinking \Vater 
Act on October 7. 1991 (55 FR 50634). 

The INEEL comains valuable historic, cultural. and biological resources. To protect these 
resources, surveys will be perfonned prior to implementing field work to ensure that no cultural artifacts. 
threatened or endangered species will be impacted by any remedial action. 

5.1.1 Conceptual Model of Water Sources and Hydrogeology at WAG 3 

The INTEC is located in the south-central portion of the INEEL. Average elevation at INTEC is 
1.498 m (4,917 ft). The facility's northwest comer is approximately 46 m (150 ft) southeast of the Big 
Lost River channel. which flows along the northwest border of the INTEC facility boundary. As with 
much of the Big Lost River on the INEEL, the channel is typically dry at INTEC. however. the B1g Lost 
R1ver flowed during most of 1997 and 1998. At land surface, as much as 18.2 m (60 ft) of surficial 
alluvium is composed of gravelly, medium-to-coarse-grained sediment. This alluviual material overlies a 
series of basalt/sediment units where the basalt is very transmissive, and the sediment units are relatively 
thin, much Jess transmissive, and laterally discontinuous. Below a depth of roughly 137 m (450 ft). the 
basalts are more massive, with one primary sedimentary interbed (H-I interbed) occuring at a depth of 
roughly 198 m ( 650 ft). These deeper units comprise the SRP A under and southwest of the INTEC. 
Regional groundwater flow in the area of INTEC is affected by local recharge as well as by locally high 
permeability basalts. The average groundwater flow velocity beneath the INTEC is about 3 m/day 
(lO ft/day). . 

As an operating facility, there are several sources of aquifer recharge at INTEC that include natural 
sources such as precipitation infiltration and intermittent flows of the Big Lost River, as well as 
anthropogenic water sources including the INTEC percolation ponds, sewage treatment ponds, lawn 
irrigation, and other miscellaneous sources. As this water infiltrates downward through the al!U\ ium :rnd 
the underlying transmissive basalts it is impeded by lenses of low permeability sediments and potentially 
by low permabtlity basalt flows, creating local areas of higher water saturation or moisture content. In 
some instances. enough water is present in or on top of the sedimentary interbeds to form local perched 
water bodies. A. hydrologic cross-section showing the conceptualization of this wateriba:1alt/sed1ment 
system 1s shov.-n in Figure 5-2. The water shown on this cross-section 1s based on water level 
measurements. Therefore. tt does not depict saturated sediments or fractured basalt seepage paths beneath 
surface water features like the percolation ponds and the Big Lost River. In the simplified model useJ r,1r 
contaminant transport modeling the sedimentary 1nterbeds \\"ere grouped into three or four general unns 
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Figure 5-1. ( 1)0-year floodplain map at l:'\TEC ( L'SGS I 998). 
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, 
based on drilling logs. Each modeled interbed zone consists of multiple noncontiguous sedimentary untts 
that were lumped together to preserve total sediment thickness. • 

5.1.1.1 Recharge Sources. Perched water bodies are known to exist beneath the INTEC. 
Perched water bodies are present beneath the percolation ponds and the INTEC plant facilities, including 
the Tank Fann. The uppermost perched water zone identified at the INTEC occurs within the Big Lost 
River alluvium above the basalt. The source of water creating these perched water zones include both 
natural and man-made features. Natural perched water recharge sources at the INTEC include 
precipitation and the Big Lost River. Man-made perched water recharge sources include the INTEC 
percolation ponds (service wastewater ponds), water system leaks, sewage treatment ponds. landscape 
irrigation, unlined surface water drainage ditches, steam condensate, and CPP-603 basins. Table 5-1 
provides the estimated volume of water recharging the per..:hed water bodies at INTEC from the various 
sources. Figure 5-2 illustrates the occurrence of the interbeds beneath the INTEC and the associated 
perched water zones. The largest perched water body in the southern INTEC results from percolation 
pond infiltration. 

The percolation ponds and the Big Lost River are the primary sources of recharge to perched water. 
compnsmg about 91 % of the total recharge at the INTEC. The percolation ponds contribute about 70% 
of the total perched water recharge. Percolation Ponds I and 2 are located outside the INTEC southern 
security fence. southeast of CPP-603. The percolation ponds are unlined wastewater disposal ponds that 
were excavated in the surficial alluvium in 1982 and 1985. The Big Lost River contributes about 21 % of 
the total perched water recharge. 

5.2 Conceptual Model of Contaminant Distribution 
and Transport at WAG 3 

Figure 5-3 is a conceptual drawing showing the main contaminant sources and transport 
mechanisms at WAG 3. Water infiltrating from the surface transports contaminants between 
contaminated surface soils and the SRP A. Contaminants present in the recharge water and perched water 
in the upper portion of the vadose zone are primarily Sr-90 and tritium. Contamination in the lower 
portion of the vadose zone is different in composition and concentration than the upper zone. The lower 
vadose zone perched water was influenced and partially contaminated as a result of two events during 
which the INTEC injection well (CPP-23) collapsed and service wastewater was released into the vadose 
zone above the lower sediment units. Addi~ional contamination in the lower perched water zone is the 

Table 5-1. Estimated volume of water recharging the perched water bodies at INTEC. 

Source 

Service wastewater (percolation ponds) 

Sewage treatment ponds 

Water system leaks;i 
Landscape irrigationil 

Prec1p1tation infiltration 

Steam condensate 

CPP-603 Basms 

Big Lost River 

Total 

Volume 
(gal/yr) 

690,000.000 

14,974,228 

3,973.202 

1,299,470 

64.957.269 
1,668,327 

49.275 

202.564,30 I 

979,486.072 
.l l:s11m;i11: b:i~ed on past leaks and 1mga11on prac11ces A~tual loss irom piping kaks ,s n,11 known 
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result of the transport of contaminants from the alluvial soils and upper perched \Vater contaminat:on 
The lower vadose zone contamination includes Cs-137, Sr-90, plutonium, I- l 29 and mercury .. .\!though • 
contaminants are locally present in perched water, they are generally not available for consumption 
because of limited availability of that water. There are no water supply wells m the perched zone ·\\el::; 
msralled in the perched zone would not be capable of sustaining the pumping rates needed for future 
domestic water supplies. Furthermore, following this ROD's perched water remedies. the elim1nauon .ind 
absence of man-made recharge will greatly reduce the primary recharge sources of perched water. As 
such, the perched water does not pose a direct human health threat, but impacts aquifer groundwater 
quahty because it is a contaminant transport pathway between the contaminated surface soils and the 
SRPA 

The SRPA has been contaminated by historical INTEC operational waste disposal actl\:iues. 
Release site CPP-23 (OU 3-02) consists of the former INTEC injection well, which was the primary 
means of disposing of service wastewater from 1952 to 1984 and is the primary source of contamination 
m the SRPA at INTEC. In 1984, the well was removed from routine service and wastewater \vas 
subsequently discharged to the percolation ponds. After 1984, the well was used for emergency purpo:;.::s 
m 1986, and was permanently sealed in 1989. 

Radionuclides that were introduced into the aquifer from the former injection well mclude Pu-238. 
Pu-239, Pu-240, Sr-90, 1-129, and tritium. Of these, tritium was the most common, comprismg about 
96% of the contaminant activity. At the time of injection, the radionuclides were generally below 
federally regulated levels. The injected wastewater also contained other (nonradioactive) chemicals 
including arsenic, chromium, mercury, and nitrates at concentrations below federal and state groundwat,;:r 
quality standards. Mercury, however, is estimated to exceed groundwater quality standards in the 
immediate vicinity of the former injection well but has not been detected in dov.,11gradient wells 

Subsequent migration of these contaminants has produced several overlapping groundwater 
contaminant plumes, containing tritium, Sr-90, and I-129 currently occurring in groundwater ben,;:ath 
INTEC and extending downgradient for several miles (Figures 5-4, 5-5. and 1-7). Short0 lived (<30 year 
half-life) radionuclides, such as tritium, do not pose a long-term risk. Strontium is predicted to persist m 
the aquifer beyond 2095 at levels above the MCL if no action is taken. I-129 has a very Jong halt-lite and 
1s predicted to persist in the aquifer at concentrations exceeding MCLs. 

Leaching and transport of Tank Farm soil contaminants poses an additional future risk to the 
aquifer from Sr-90 and other contaminants (see Section 7). An evaluation of these risks and possible 
remedial actions for the Taruc Farm soils is the focus of the OU 3-14 Rl/FS. 

The human health and environmental threat posed by the contaminated aquifer 1s groundwater 
ingestion. Based on the groundwater simulations presented in the Rl/FS, the contaminant plume 1s nor 
c:xpected to migrate beyond the !NEEL boundary at concentrations exceeding MCLs The plume Joes nor 
present a threat to off-INEEL drinking water users. The remedial action objectives will assure that the 
aquifer meets MCLs within the !NEEL boundary by 2095. As the plume gets further from INTEC. :t 
becomes more dilute, and by the time it reaches the INEEL boundary the MCLs are no longer exceeded. 

The aquifer beneath the INTEC fenceline will be evaluated in OU 3-14. The focus of OL' 3-1-l w:il 
address aquifer contaminants from the injection well (CPP-23) and the Tank Farm. Other sources of 
aquifer contamination inside the rNTEC fence will also be investigated as part of OU 3-14, as necessar::, 
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5.3 Nature and Extent of Contamination 

• The nature and extent of contamination at the WAG 3 release sites determined to present an 

• 

• 

unacceptable risk or threat to human health or the environment are described below, by site group. These 
sites have actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances, which. if not addressed by 1mplementmg 
the response actions selected in this ROD, may present imminent and/or substantial endangerment to 
public health, welfare, and/or the environment. The detected contaminants of potential concern for each 
group or site are summarized. 

5.3.1 Tank Farm Soils (Group 1) 

Based on the results of drilling and sampling at previously identified release sites, the horizontal 
extent of contamination is generally localized at the site of the spill or leak, but, in some cases. 
contamination has been found to extend vertically to the soil/basalt interface at approximately 14 m 
(45 ft) bgs. Contamination has also been found along gravel lenses within the Tank Fann. Some spills 
and releases were cleaned up and excavated soils were replaced with contaminated backfill. 
Contaminants released to the soils are suspected to have migrated into the underlying basalt and the 
SRPA. Because current information regarding the nature and extent of Tank Farm contamination is 
inadequate to support selection of a final remedy, a separate RI/FS for the Tank Farm is underway. The 
OU 3-14 RI/FS will further investigate contamination at the Tank Farm and develop alternatives for a 
final remedy. An interim action for the Tank Farm soils is presented in this ROD. Soil contamination at 
the Tank Farm is summarized in Table 5-2 except data from sites CPP-16, CPP-24, and CPP-30 which are 
classified as "No Action" sites. All the Tank Fann sites are shown in Figure 1-3. The Tank Farm soils 
are considered principal threat wastes. 

The major radionuclide contaminants in the Tank Farm ·soils are Arn-241, Sr-90, Cs-13 7. Eu-154 . 
Pu-238, Pu-239/240, Pu-241, and U-235. Nonradionuclide contaminants include mercury and nitrate. 

Tank Farm sites with wastes derived from spills associated with the INTEC liquid waste treatment 
system will be assigned four EPA listed waste codes (FOOi, F002, FOOS, and Ul34). The wastes will also 
be evaluated to determine if they exhibit hazardous characteristics. The results of the investigations 
performed to date indicate that the principal threats posed by the Tank Farm Soils sites are from external 
exposure to surface and near-surface radionuclides and from future ingestion risks from leaching and 

. transport ofradionuclides to the SRPA. In addition, nonradionuclide constituents may be present m Tank 
Farm soils; the presence of such contamination will be addressed in the OU 3-14 RI/FS. Known releases 
to the Tank Farm include a number of separate documented release sources as follows: 

5.3.1.1 CPP-15. The solvent burner at Site CPP-15 began operation in the late 1950s and was 
dismantled in 1983. Before the solvent burner, a stack preheater was located at this site. Waste solvent. 
primarily kerosene and tributyl phosphate degradation products contaminated with low levels of 
radionuclides, were held in the tank and piped to the solvent burner for disposal. Demolition of the 
solvent burner occurred in late 1983 including removal of the furnace/burner unit, furnace duct, control 
shed. piping. valves and controls within the shed, and piping penetrating the shed. In addition, an 
unknown amount of contaminated soil was removed along with the solvent tank. In September 1995. 
LMITCO construction personnel encountered elevated radiological readings while conducting an 
excavation in the western half of the site. Six soil samples were collected in the area of the contaminated 
footing. Based on this sampling, contaminants of potential concern (COPCs) identified for this slle 
include thallium. zirconium. Am-241. Cs-137, Eu-154. Np-237, Pu-238, Pu-239i240, Tc-99. and C-235 . 

5-9 



Table 5-2. Summary sampling results statistics for Tank Farm (Group I) soil contaminants.~ 

Soil Concentration 
(mg/kg [nonradionudide] or pCi/g [radionuclide]) 

Number of 
Number Number Frequency INEEL Samples 

Arithmetic Standard of of of Backgroundc Greater than 
C. ·untaminants Minimum Maximum Mean Deviation RMEb Samples Detects Detection (mg/kg or pCi/g) · Background 

Ag 2.80E-Ol B l.lSE+OO J 6.54E-OI l.78E-OI 1.0lE+oO 50 35 70% O.OOE+OO 35 
As 2.SOE+OO J 6.80E+OOJ 4.25E+OO 9.25E-OI 6.IOE+OO 50 47 94% 5.80E+OO 3 
Ba 4.45E+Ol 1.93E+02 J 9.06E+OI 4.39E+ol 1.78E+02 50 50 100% 3.00E+02 0 
Be 2.43E-02 4.SOE-01 2.84E-OI l.49E-OI 5.82E-Ol 16 15 94% l.80E+OO 0 
Cd 2.20E-Ol B 1.12E+OI J 3.84E+OO 3.39E+OO l.06E+ol 83 53 64% 2.20E+OO 34 

Co I .86E+OO 4.40Et00 B 3.33E+OO 6.47E-Ol 4.62E+OO 16 16 100% l.lOE+OI 0 

Cr l .OOEtOO J 1.13Et02 J 2.05E+OI 2.07E+OI 6.19E+Ol 58 58 100% 3.30E+OI 10 
u, Cu 7.38E+OO l.28E+OI 9.92E+OO l.81E+OO l.35E+OI 16 16 100% 2.20E+Ot. 0 I 

0 Ilg. 2.00E-02 J 4.44E+OO 3.03E-Ol 6.32E-Ol 1.57E+OO 95 59 62% 5.00E-02 53 
l'h 4.80E+OO 3.17EiOI J 1.17E+OI 6.82E+OO 2.53E+Ol 50 50 100% l.70E+OI 10 

Mn 9.15E+OI l.18E105 5.08E+03 2.42E+04 5.35E+04 24 24 100% 4.90E+02 

N1 1.34E-OI J L94E+OI J l.35E+OI 4.03E+OO 2.16E+ol 24 24 100% 3.SOE+OI 0 
SL' 5.IOE-01 J 8.00E-01 B 6.97E-OI l.62E-Ol l.02E+OO 34 3 9% 2.20E-Ol 3 
Sr 3.61E+03 3.61E+03 3.61E+03 NA NA 100% NA NA 
Th 4.85E+OO 4.85E+OO 4.85E+OO NA NA 16 6% 4.30E-OI 

V 9.IOE+OO B 1.85E+OI 1.47Et01 2.77E+OO 2.02E+OI 17 17 100% 4.SOE+Ol 0 
Zn 3.20E+OI 5.55E+OI 4.18E+OI 6.98E+OO 5.58E+OI 16 16 100% l.50E+02 () 

Zr S.13Et00 l.40E+OI 8.61Et00 3.55E+OO l.57E+OI 5 5 100% NA NA 
Flum1dc 5.301:-0 I 6.72E+ 00 J l.70E+OO 1.14E+OO 3.98E+OO 41 40 98% NA NA 
N1trall' 3.SOE-01 8.101:tOO l.68E t 00 1.54E+OO 4.76E+OO 54 51 94% NA NA 

• • • ..... 
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• • • Table 5-2. (contmucd). 

Soil Concentration 
__ -.J.!.~1g/kg lnonradionuclideJ or pCi/g [radionuclide]) 

Number of 
Number Number Frequency !NEEL Samples Arithmetic Standard of of of Background' Greater than <. 'onlaminanls Minimum Maximum Mean Deviation RMEb Samples Detects Detection (mg/kg or pCi/g) Background 

. -----~----··-
Methylene 
('hlortdc 5.90E-03 JB 9.IOE-03 JB 8.08E-03 I.JIE-03 l.07E-02 5 5 100% NA NA 
Toluene I.OOE-03 J 2.00E-03 J l.14E-03 3.78E-04 1.90E-03 22 7 32% NA NA 
Trichloroethane I.OOE-03 J 4.60E-03·J 2.80E-03 2.55E-03 7.90E-03 6 2 33% NA NA Am-241 6.00E-02 l.66E+04 J 6.25E+02 3.08E+03 6.79E+03 64 29 45% I.I E-02 29 Cc-144 1.44Et01 1.44E+OI 1.44E+OI NA NA 12 8% NA NA 
Co-60 9.00E-02 2.27E+04 l.81E+03 6.28E+03 1.44E+04 41 13 32% NA NA 
Cs-134 I.JOE-01 7.55E+04 5.40E+03 2.02E+04 4.58E+04 41 14 34% NA NA Cs-137 4.78E-02 1.02E+08 l.31E+06 1.02E+07 2.17E+07 119 111 93% 8.2E-01 99 

Vl 
I 

Eu-154 l.54E-Ol J 5.65E+05 l.65E+04 9.54E+04 2.07E+05 45 35 78% NA NA 11-3 2.49E+04 2.49E+04 2.49E+04 NA NA 100% NA NA Np-237 I.OOE-01 J l.63E+OO 5.12E-OI 4.94E-01 I.50E+OO 46 14 30% NA NA Pu-238 2.99E-02 2.76Et05 8.25E+03 4.73E+04 l.03E+05 64 34 53% 4.90E-03 34 .. Pu-239/240 2.58E-02 l.26E+04 l.08E+03 3.35E+03 7.78E+03 70 26 37% 1.00E-01 17 
Pu-241 l.05E106 l.05E+06 1.05Et06 NA NA 100% NA NA 
Pu-242 3.20Et01 3.20E+OI 3.20Et01 NA NA 100% NA NA Ru-106 6.66E-02 5.41 E+Ol 2.71E+OI 3.82E+OI 1.04E+02 31 2 6% NA NA Sr-90 l .60E-OI 5.68E+07 7.02E+05 5.97E+06 l.26E+07 93 · 91 98% 4.90E-01 85 Tc-99 9.UOE-01 3.67E+OI 4.40E+OO 1.02E+OI 2.48E+OI 12 12 100% NA NA 11-234 7.00E-02 2.12E-t0J 9.85E-01 2.75E+OO 6.49E-t00 63 61 97% 1.441:iOO .:i 11-2.15 2 (UE-02 9.00E,03 7.701:102 2.17E-103 5.IIE+03 53 19 36% NA NA l 1-2 .IC, 7 551:-01 7.551:-01 7.55E-01 NA NA I OO'Y., NA NA 

; .... 
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Table 5-2. (continued). 

Soil Concentration 
.. ·-- ··- _Jmg/kg lnonradronuclidt:J or pCi/g lradionuchde]) 

Number of 
Number Number Frequency INEEI Samples 

Arithmetic Standard 
C ·untammants Minimum Maximum Mean Deviation 

of 
RMEb Samples 

of of Background' Ureater than 
Detects Detection (mg/kg or pCi/g) Background 

-•·---•-- e,• -

ll-V8 4.5 IE-02 l.39E+OO 5.42E-OI 4.31E-01 l.40E+OO 63 58 92% I 4E-t00 0 

(iross Alpha 5.20E+OO 1.20E+OJ 7.35E+OO 2.19E+OO 1.17E+OI 11 11 JOO% NA NA 

(iross Beta 3.60E+OI 6.89E+02 l.62E-t02 l.86E+02 5.34E+02 11 II 100% NA NA 

a NOTI: 

• lluphcatc :.ample: rc)ults v,ere nut included m the stausllcal analysis 

, Analyucal results used m the table are taken from Appendix O of the OlJ)-13 Rl/fS Part A (DOE·ID, 1997b) for Group I Siles: CPP-15, -20, -25, -26, -27, -28, -JI, -J2A, -328, .JJ, ·58A, 
-51!B and · 71). 

Only tho)e cuns111ucnts that were identified above detection limits are shown in the table except for the fullowmg consti1uen1S which were detected but are not considered to be present al 
ha,.ardnus conccn1rauons: Al, Ca, fe, Mg, K, Na and K-40. 

• Samples rcJccted because of an unacceptable quality control parameter are not included in the table. 

h The RMI: concclllrJtllln as 1he 95% upper value based un the empirical rule (95%ofthe measurements lie within two standard deviations oftherr mean) 

.: I he INH·.1 hackground concentral11)n) represent the 95% upper confidence limit (Rood et al. 1995) 

II - The analyle rcprn1ed value rs ~-Rl>I., but >11>1. 

!'he analytc wa) 1tlcntrticd 111 lhc )ample bul the numc:ncal result may not be accurate. 

NA Nol Apphcatilc 

RMI·. Reasonable Maximum bposure. 

• •• • 
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5.3.1.2 CPP-16. CPP-16 consists of soil contaminated by a single release of low-level radioactive 
water that was spilled during a transfer between Tank WM-181 and the PEW Feed Tank WL-102. The 
water transferred between these two tanks typically contained very low-level levels ofradioactiv1ty: an 
estimated 1.2 Curies of Cs-137 was released. The soil at the spill site was reportedly removed as part of 
the ICPP Radioactive Waste System Project during a valve box replacement. (WINCO 1993a, 
DOE et al 1994a). 

5.3.1.3 CPP-20. Site CPP-20 is the location of the Radioactive Waste Unloading Area north of 
building CPP-604, which was used before 1978. Waste from INEL facilities were transported to the 
unloading area at the ICPP where it was unloaded at this location via transfer hoses. The liquids were 
transferred to an underground storage tank before concentration in the PEW Evaporator. It is known that 
the liquid contained radioactive contaminants and was required to have a pH of less than 2. It has been 
reported that occasional spills occurred during the unloading process as a result ofleaks in the hoses. The 
spills were reportedly cleaned up as they occurred. 

The entire area was excavated in 1982 and 1983-1984 during Phase 1 and 2 of the Fuel Processing 
. Facility Upgrade Project. During Phase I, the entire area was excavated down to 12.2 m (40 ft). Based 

upon personnel interviews, the first 3 .1 m (IO ft) of soils were backfilled with 5 mR dirt that was then 
covered with 9.1 m (30 ft) of clean fill. The source of the clean fill is unknown. During Phase II. 
portions of the area were excavated again. Based on personnel interviews, soils were excavated do\\'Tl to 
12.2 m (40 ft) in the eastern sections of sites CPP-20 and CPP-25. Only at the location of valve box C-30 
were soils found to be contaminated and subsequently removed. The excavated soils were stockpiled and 
contaminated soils separated and later placed in trenches in the northeast comer of the ICPP outside of the 
security fence (Site CPP-34). Materials used to backfill the excavation consisted of 3 mR soil placed m 
the bottom 3.1 rn (10 ft) and clean soils placed in the upper 9.1 m (30 ft). The source of the clean fill 
material included soils excavated from a sand and gravel pit.located at the CFA . 

No soil sampling data were collected at the CPP-20 site due to the area being excavated during the 
Phase I and 2 Fuel Processing Facility Upgrade Project'. Although there are no records to verify the 
cleanup of this area, the radiological survey of this area in 1990-1991 did not detect surface radiation 
levels above background. 

Contaminated soils at Site CPP-20 are believed to be confined to soil with gross radiation readings 
of 3 to 5 mR placed at depths between 9.1 to 12.2 m (30 to 40 ft) during upgrade projects in the 1980s. 
Soil above a depth of9.l m (30 ft) was reportedly clean fill. Because of the Jack of confirmatory soil 
sampling m the area, soil concentrations from previously excavated Tank Farm soil were assumed 
representative of the soil beneath both sites (CPP-20 and CPP-25). This assumption was made even 
though the fill soil is believed to be uncontaminated because It was common practice to use backfill 
containing trace quantities of radioactivity during the 1980s. 

5.3.1.4 CPP-24. Site CPP-24 is located in the Tank Farm and consists ofan area of approximately 
l. 7 m2 

( 18 ft2
). In 1954, approximately 38 L (I gal) of radioactively-contaminated solution was spilled 

from a bucket onto the ground while work was being conducted at Tank WM-180. The logbooks md1cate 
that the spilled material was removed. Although the exact locauon of this spill is not known. rad1at1on 
surveys in the area revealed no radiation levels above background (WIN CO 1993a, DOE et al 1994a ). 

5.3.1.5 CPP-25. Site CPP-25 is the location ofa ruptured transfer line that released an unknO\vn 
quantity of liquid waste adjacent to the north side of building CPP-604. 

The eastern portion of Site CPP-25 overlaps the area of Site CPP-20. The transfer line that was 
being used to transfer liquid waste from WC-119 to \VL-102. ruptured on August 28. 1960 contammatmg 
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the soil adjacent to the building. According to direct radiation readings at the time of the incident. the soil 
was m1tially contaminated to levels of 2 x 10·04 R/hr. Approximately 7 m3 (9 yd3

) of contaminated soil • 
was removed and taken to the RWMC for disposal. No records exist to verify the effectiveness of these 
cleanup activities. However, during 1981 and 1983 the entire site was excavated during Phases I and II of 
the Fuel Processing Facility Upgrade Project. This excavation included the eastern portion of snes 
CPP-20 and CPP-25 as discussed above. Fill materials placed back into the excavation consisted of 3 mR 
material m the bottom of the excavation and clean soils in the upper 9.1 m (30 ft). 

Contaminated soils at Site CPP-25 are believed to be confined to soil with gross radiation readings 
of 3 to 5 mR placed at depths between 9.1 to 12.2 m (30 to 40 ft) during upgrade projects in the 1980's. 
Soil above a depth of 9.1 m (30 ft) was reportedly clean fill. Because of the lack of confirmatory soil 
sampling in the area. sample results from previously excavated Tank Farm soil will be assumed. for the 
purposes of the BRA, to be representative of the soil beneath both sites CPP-20 and CPP-25. 

5.3.1.6 CPP·26. CPP-26 consists of soil potentially contaminated by a 1964 release of radioactive 
steam that was inadvertently released to the air through a faulty hose coupling on the decontamination 
header. The volume of radioactively-contaminated steam that was released at Site CPP-26 is unknown. 
The release is assumed to have contaminated the land surface of approximately 13 acres to the northeast 
of building CPP-635. However, in an approved Track 2 NFA recommendation, the scope of the 
CERCLA investigation was limited to that portion of the site inside the Tank Farm. The original land 
surface at the time of the release (prior to membrane installation) is now located at a depth of 0.7 m 
(2.5 ft) bgs. 

5.3.1.7 CPP·21 and CPP·33. Sites CPP-27 and CPP-33 consist of contaminated soil associated 
with subsurface releases of HLL W from the Tank Farm transfer system near the northeast corner of 
building CPP-604. These sites were determined to be related to releases from the same source and, • 
therefore, are being addressed as a single release site. Following cleanup, it was estimated that 25 mC1 of 
radioactivity in soil remained in place (WINCO l 993i). 

In 1983. additional contaminated soil was discovered. This additional contamination, thought to be 
the result of a separate release from the same transfer line, was designated CPP-33. Cleanup efforts m 
1983 removed approximately 10,710 m3 (14,000 yd3

) of contaminated soil. Of this total, approximately 
1.530 m3 (2.000 yd3

) exceeding 30 mR/hr of beta-gamma radiation was removed and placed in trenches. 
The soil in these trenches is addressed separately as Site CPP-34 (Section 18). After the 1983 excavation. 
the CPP-33 area was backfilled and trace amounts of radioactively contaminated soils were reportedly left 
m place below, and lateral to the excavated area (WINCO l 993i). It appears that the majority of 
contamination is located in the southwest portion.of the site where levels as high as 30 mR/hr were 
measured below a depth of 6.1 m (20 ft). 

5.3.1.8 CPP·28. The contamination at Site CPP-28 was discovered in 1974 during the installat1on 
of a cathodic protection electrode in the Tank Farm area. Soil with radioactive contamination up to 
40 R/hr was encountered at a depth of about 1.8 m ( 6 ft) bgs. The leak was later determined to be from a 
0.3 cm ( li8 m.) diameter hole inadvertently drilled through one side of the 7.6-cm (3-in.) diameter 
stainless steel pipe during original construction in 1953. The HLLW consisting of first-cycle raffinate 
most likely leaked through secondary containment to the surrounding soil. In late 1974, approximately 
45 m3 (56 yd3

) of contaminated soil having an estimated 3,000 Ci of gross radioactivity was removed 
from the area above the pipeline leak. No contaminated soil was removed from below the pipe 
encasement due to high levels of radioactivity in the soil. The excavated area was subsequently 
backfilled. 
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5.3.1.9 CPP-30. Site CPP-30 was a 6 · 6 m ( 20 , 20 ft) area of surface soil contamma!lon near 
Tank Farm \'ah·e Box B-9. The area was contaminated dunng a one-time preventative mamtenance 
act1v1ty m which residual decontammauon solution from the floor of the value boxes contammated 
personnel clothing. and equipment. The contaminated soil was removed and disposed at the RadwaCllve 
Waste Management Complex (RWMC) (WINCO 1993a. DOE et al 1994a). 

5.3.1.10 CPP-31. In November 1972. HLL W was released to the surrounding soil dunng a rr:msfor 
between tanks W!'\.1-181 and WM-180. The release was caused by a £allure ofa 8-cm (3-in) diameter 
carbon steel waste transfer line where It was speculated that the highly acidic HLL W corroded the transfer 
!me. This transfer line ts located about 2 ft below grade. Estimated radionuclide concentrations include 
Cs-137 (at up to 2.190.000 pCiig). Sr-90 (up to 710.000 pCi/g), Pu-239/Pu-240 (up to 1.500 pC1ig). and 
U-235 (up to 9.000 pCi/g). Other radionuchdes estimated to be present at lesser concentrat10ns are 
Co-60. Cs-134. and Ru-106. 

5.3.1.11 CPP-32. Site CPP-32E is an area of contaminated soil southwest of valve box B-4. This 
area 1s approximately 0. 7 m1 (8 ft~) and about 0.3 m ( I ft) deep with radiological contamination up to 
2 R/hr. The contaminated soil appeared to have originated from the stand pipe (air vent tube and view 
port pipe) that extended out of the valve box. It is likely that the contamination from the stand pipe at this 
site was the result of condensatwn of humidity in valve box B-4. CPP-32W is located about 15 m (50 ft) 
northwest of valve box B-4 and consists of soil contaminated to 2 R/hr covering an area of about 0.6 m: 
( 6 ft!) to a depth of about 0.3 m ( I ft). The contaminated material apparently originated from a 5.1-cm 
(2-in.) diameter aboveground line. The line was used to pump water from tank sumps to the PEW 
Evaporator. It is likely that the contaminated area was the result of a leak that occurred from this line 
dunng a transfer of water that contained radionuclides . 

5.3.1.12 CPP-58. Site CPP-58W consists of soil affected by a release of PEW condensate m 1954. 
Site CPP-58E consists of soil affected by a leak of PEW condensate in 1976. The results of the gamma 
analysis detected only Cs-137 and K-40. Contamination is estimated to be present from 2 to 14 m (6 to 
46 ft) below grade. 

5.3.1.13 CPP-79. CPP-79 was onginally defined as soil contaminated by the releases of waste 
solutions mJuly and August of 1986 due to an obstruction in a transfer line. A second, deeper zone of 
contamination at this site is believed to be related to the release of HLL W at Site CPP-28. 

The releases occurred when the liquid waste was obstructed in the trahsfer line and backed up 
through an open dram line and into valve box A-2. Approximately 9.500 L (2.500 gal) of low-level 
rad1oact1vely contaminated Iiqmd leaked. A second. deeper zone of contamination was discovered dunng 
the dnllmg of bonng CPP-79-1 at a depth of9. I m (30 ft) bgs. This deeper zone of contamination has 
much higher concentrations of radionuclldes than the shallower zone and appears to be related to the 
k.n0"'-11 release of HLL W at Site CPP-28. It 1s believed that the HLL W released at Site CPP-28 migrated 
to the south to the deep soil with high rad1onucl1de concentrations encountered m boring 79-1. 

5.3.2 Soils Under Buildings or Structures (Group 2) 

Because of the maccess1b1lity of most of these sites. only limited soil charactenzation data are 
available. Knowledge of the associated processes and waste streams at these sites and an estimate of the 
potent1al leak or spill \'Olume provided the basis for determmmg the types and quantities ot: contaminants 
that may be present at these sites. The soils at Sites CP~-87 and -89 have been sampled and analyzed. 
The n:sults of the RI BRA. indicate that the primary threats posed by these sites are external exposure to 

:he ,1,1k ,h11ulJ thl·y be :l\·a1lab!e for expo,;ure :ind continued leaching of contammants to the SRP . .\. rhc 
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.·•.:.::-:?.a: .. ·,po:-tm: i:m.::n i:,. .:t:rr..:ntl~ .m· ::1.:,lmp:l.'~l.' ;•,u)n\ .1~ .md :hi.:' k.i..:hmg 1,:; hi.:mg l.:'l>ntrollc:J by thl.' 
;•:-i:,'-·n,:..- ,,J' th'-· hu:ldmg .. " h1.:h l11111ts m1illrJllon. · 

The Soils Cnder Bmldmgs or Structures group 1s comprised of release sites in 0Us·3-09. 3-1 :!. and 
J-1.~ that oi:cur beneath l:'\TEC buildin!!s or structurl!s. and mcludl.'s Sites CPP-0:!. -.JI A. -60. -68. -~O. 
-X5. -M, . • :,. -. ,md -~9 C F1gur..: 1-5 ). Th;..;e sitl!s i.:ons1st tlf soil contamination that rc:sultcd from pasr 
h.11:mlou-. ur rac.lwat:ll\'I.' l1qmd spills. lc!aks .• md pbnt 1lJ1L'ra11tms and arl.' 1.·,,nsrdi.:ri.:d h,w-lt:\·d thrl.'at 
\\ tht\.''· 

I hi.' 111d1\"l<lu.1I r..:kasl." :--111."S l.'1>mpns111g (iroup 2 rndudl.:': 

5.3.2.1 CPP-02, French Drain West ofBuilding CPP-603: 1-L000.000 L (3.698.408 gal) t>f 
hasm ,,at..:r ,,as d1sposcc.l per year. An estimated .J93 Ci was released with the major isotope being 
trJtrnm. Thc Graphll!! fuel storage building was constructed owr this site. The site has not been sampled. 
If nut for 1hc d..:pth ofri.:lease and the presence of the graphite fuel storagl! building. this site would pos'-· ;1 

tlm.':11 Jui.: tu '-'Xtcmal ..:xposure. :\fodeling pc:rl~wmi.:J dunng th..: RI FS indrcatcd that this site prcsenrs a 
grou1hh,atcr n:-k. Currently the leaching uf .:0111a111111at1on is bl.'111g controlkd by the building limiting 
anliltr:1111,n, Should the builJmg bl! n:mm·c-J this c1mta111111atrn11 \\ rll pri.:sent a direct exposure risk anJ 
:111.T\.':1,cJ grounJ\,:tLcr nsk. 

5.3.2.2 CPP-41 A. Sile CPP--H :\ 1s one of t\\·o pits where oils and organic materials were plac..:d in 

metal Jnp pans and ignited for fire brigade practice. The training pits are no longer in use. CPP-41 A is a 
pit that has been CO\'cred with asphalt and. because it is close to building CPP-663. it is suspected of 
ha\'mg b..:en exca,·ated and removed during construction of CPP-663. 

5.3.2.3 CPP-60. Site CPP-60 is a small crnd..:r block buildrng commonly referred to as a paint shop 
hut ,,a:- ai:tually used to house hazardous matcrials. It \\'as suspectc.•d that during paintbrush clL·aning. 
,oh ..:nts were d1schargi.:d to thi: surrounding soil. Thi: huild1ng \\ as remon!d in the 1970 '.s and CJ> J>.(,-15. 
,111 ol'lk..: huild1ng. 1;o; 11t)\\ lt>cat..:<l o, t.'r the area. :'\o sampks ,, <?re col h:cted to confirm the ex istcncc or 
,1h:-'-•ncc nt' '-'t>lll,11llrn:11ron at this site l \\"!:'\CO I 992f). 

5.3.2.4 CPP-68. Sit!! CPP-68 is the fom1er location of an abandoned 1.892 L ( 500 gal) underground 
g:1:-01111\.' storage tank. Use of the tank was discontinued in I 98> and the tank \\'as removed in 1986. 
Dul'ml! e,hum:111011 llf tht! tank. there wa~ no ,·isual t!V1<lenc..: to ,uggest that the tank leaked. There ar.: n() 
11pe1.111ng r'-·.:l1rJ:i pn,,r Ill 19~; or record:- l>f :-pilb a,:;1h:1ateJ \\ 1,h thl.:' ,iperau,m of this tank. :\ srngk 
,,11npk ,,r"thc t:mk b..:J :-:1,il \\as :malyzl.'J and found tii .:1rnta1111mly tr:.ices of gasoline range organic 
.:,11~,::t\,e!\I, 1h;11 did 11111 '-''.S:1.:'Cl! n;-k-ha,l.'d kH·k l:1 add1thH1. \·:,ual e:,,:amination of the tank bed :;oil d,,: 
:h,t ,,:;::..:,11:int.. k.1i-..1gc 1\\"J'.\t ·o l'JIJ.~gr. 

5.3.2.5 CPP-80, Building CPP-601 Vent Tunnel Drain Leak: Soil contamination resulted 
from k:1J...1gl.' l>f corros1,·c condi:nsate from a east 1rnn undaground line. '.\o soil sampling was p..:rfonnl.'d 
Jue 10 the 1naccess1b1hty of the site. Approximately 397...l68 I. ( 105.000 gal) of condensate contain mg 
550 ( ·1 ,,i' rnd1onuch1ks were estimated to ha,·..: been rl.:'kas..:d ll> thi.: :,;oil bet\\'een 1983 and 1989. The 
h.•:tJ....:il ..:1>11!Jmmants ha\·e been ohser\'ed in the :.;..i m ( 110 ftl perehed watc.:r. Due to the depth of thi: 
:·'-•k•:1:-..: and the pr..::-c:n'-·e ,)f Bui!Jmg Cl'J>-(,111 .th,:; SIii.' only present, ri,ks via'the groundwati:r expo~urc 
p:ttlm :i~. ~h>dclmg p1.•rform..:J Jurmg th!! RI FS 111J1~a1..:J that this site prc.:sents a minor ground\\ :lll..'r 
··: .. k h,:· ;•::q,,"__.' 11;' :!:·,,u:1-!,,a:i.:r mnl!l.'l:?1g. :l~..: ::,,,l.:'n1111·y fnr 1'11,: ,rti.: ,,·as pri.:sumed to b..:.cqual pan, 
C ',.: .~- ;!::,: ::,-:·-•111 C ':::·:·l.':::!y !\:1.' k:1.:hm:; 111° ,.'l•:::~:m11:at111n \:,. i1 l·111:; eontrolkJ by the building )11111tr11,; 

.::.:.:·.;·:,,:: ::--::,,~::,: :::.: :rnilJ:!1g be rt?mt>\·..:d. :h:,: -:,i:,i:1n1n::i::,11: ,, 1!1 prl.'sent a J1r,:~t t:xposurl.! n:;k and 
:::.::..":!:-.. •,! ~!'l>UnJ\\'atc:rn:::k. Should thl.' ht,:!Jmg be r.:n~,I\ .:,! :h1, .:,1111ar111nat11.1n would pos..: an cxtl.'rnai 
l.!'\\'•':-t:ri.: !'l~k :ind a 111111M rn.:rea$ed ~rounJ,,atl.:'r r::-k. 
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5.3.2.6 CPP-85. Site CPP-85 is the WCF blower corridor, which was used to vent gases from the 
WCF hot cells to the blower pit and subsequent HEPA filtration pnor to atmospheric discharge. The 
WCF blower corridor is a 46 to 60 cm (18 to 24 in.) vitnfied clay pipeline surrounded by a poured square 
concrete envelope. No samples were taken from inside the corridor, but samples collected from the 
blower pit downstream showed the presence of various fission products including Cs-137 at 49.600 
pCI/g. Video inspection of the corridor interior taken in 1994 did not show any evidence of deterioration 
of the pipeline; therefore, there is no evidence of contamination on, or migration of, contaminants from 
the CPP-85 blower corridor (DOE-ID 1997b). 

5.3.2.7 CPP-86. Site CPP-86 is a waste trench that runs underneath CPP-602, which is a laboratory 
and office building that also houses a liquid product denitrator. The trench, which lies approximately 3 m 
( 10 ft) bis. collects liquid waste from various CPP-602 operations. The waste is subsequently routed to 
the PEW evaporator system. During modification of the trench in 1990, mercury was found m a sample 
of sludge and dirt that originated from the base of the trench (DOE-ID 1997b ). 

5.3.2.8 CPP-89 and CPP-87, Building CPP-6041605 Tunnel Excavation: This site consists 
of contaminated soil encountered while excavating an emergency fire exit from the basement area of 
Building CPP-604/605. The excavation included an area immediately south of CPP-604, as well as 
beneath the building. Contaminated soil adjacent to two deteriorated carbon steel pipes was excavated as 
part of the piping removal. The excavated soil was placed in boxes and is currently stored at CERCLA 
Site CPP-92. No effort was made to remove all of the contaminated soil. Soils remaining in place at 
CPP-89 have not been sampled. The boxed soil (CPP-92) from CPP-89 was sampled and the results are 
summarized in Table 5-3. The contaminants identified in these samples are consistent with soil 
contamination resulting from release of service waste and PEW evaporator condensates that typically 
include nitric acid, mercury, plutonium, Cs-137, and Sr-90. Modeling performed during the RI/FS 
indicated this site presents a groundwater risk. Currently the leaching of contamination is being 
controlled by the building limiting infiltration. Should the building be removed, this contamination will 
present a direct exposure risk and an increased groundwater risk. 

5.3.3 Other Surface Soils (Group 3) 

The Other Surface Soils group consists of release sites located in areas near Building CPP-603 
(Sites CPP-01. -03. -04, -05, -08, -09, -10, -11. and-19), Building CPP-633 (Sites CPP-36 and -91). the 
calcined solids storage bins (Sites CPP-13, -35, and -93), disposal trenches (Site CPP-34), the old STP 
(Site CPP-14). the grease pit (Site CPP-44) near Building CPP-1619, Site CPP-55 near temporary 
Building TB-1, the percolation ponds (Site CPP-67) situated south of the INTEC fence CPP-37a, gravel 
pit east of the INTEC fence CPP-37b. an old construction landfill within the fence, and CPP-48. site of 
the fonner dump tank. In addition. Site CPP-92 is included in Group 3 and consists of 653 boxes of 
radionuclide-contaminated soils that were generated as a result of a variety of INTEC activities. 
Figure I -6 shows the location of the Group 3 sites. These sites generally consist of soil contamination 
that resulted from inadvertent spills and leaks of radioactive waste. decontamination solutions. spent fuel 
storage water, storage of radionuclide-contaminated equipment. and other plant-generated waste\vaters. 
The soils at the Group 3 sites are identified as low-level threat wastes. 

Investigations conducted at these sites have detennmed the extent of soil contamination. Based on 
the results of drilling and sampling, the contamination generally occurs m the upper few feet of the sods; 
however, some sites (CPP-36 and CPP-91) have contammation that extends to the surface soilibasalt 
mterface. at a depth of about 12 m ( 40 ft). The results of the RI/BRA indicate that the primary thr~at 
posed ly these sites is external exposure to radionuclides . 
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Table 5-3. Summary samplmg results slattslics for soil conlammants at Site C'PP-89 (excavated soil was placed mlo boxes that are currently 
stored m S1te CPP-92)/ 

Soil Concentration 
( mg/kg ( nonradionuclidc] or pCi/g [radionuclide]) 

Number of 
Number Number INEEI. amples Greater Standard of of Frequency Background' than ( 'onta111111a111s Minimum Maximum Mean Deviation RMEb Samples Detects of Detection (mg/kg or pCi/g) Background 

--..... ~---·-
As l.60Et00B 5.90E+OO 4.1 IE+OO l.25E+OO 6.61E+OO 15 15 100% 5.SOE+OO I Ilg 6.00E-02 B 1.04E+OI l.49E+OO 2.90E+OO 7.29E+oo 17 15 88% 5.00E-02 15 Sc 2.IOE-01 B .IOE-01 B 3.20E-OI I.OOE-01 5.20E-OI 16 4 25% 2.20E-01 3 Am-241 2.00E-02 2.36E+OI 2.83E+OO 6.58E+OO l.60E+OI 14 14 100% I.IOE-02 14 Co-60 3:90E+OO 3.90E+OO 3.90E+OO NA NA I 100% NA NA Cs-134 2.30Et00 2.30E+OO 2.30E+OO NA NA ·1 I 100% NA NA Cs-137 1.40E-OI 7.73E+03 1.25E+03 2.70E+03 6.65E+03 14 14 100% 8.20E-01 11 1-129 3.IOEtOO 3.IOE+OO 3. lOE+OO NA NA I 1 100% NA NA Np-2J7 l.50E-OI l.50E-OI l.50E-01 NA NA 100% NA NA 2.00E-02 2.59E+02 3.83E+OI 8.86E+OI 2.16E+02 14 14 100% 
Pu-238 

4.90E-03 14 Pu-239/240 O.OOEtOO 2.47E+OI 3.30E+oo 7.57E+OO 1.84E+Ol 14 14 100% lE-01 4 Sb-125 l.30E+OI l.30E+OI l.30E+Ol NA NA 1 I 100% NA NA Sr-90 3.00E-01 1.08E+04 l.48E+03 3.02E+03 7.52E+03 14 14 · 100% 4.90E-OI 13 lJ-234 5.IOEtOO 5. IOE+OO 5.IOE+OO NA NA iOO% l.44E+OO 
lJ-235 2.30E-OI 2.30E-01 2.30E-Ol NA NA 100% NA NA a NOTE: 

• Dupllca1c sample ,c~ult~ were not included m the statistical analysis 

• Analyucal results u~ed rn this table are samples collected from boxed soil from the 1991-1992 emergency lire exit excavahon at build mg 604/605 (( 'PP-89) 

• Samples were analyzed for VO('s, morgamcs, and rad1onuchdes Only those constituems identified m Appendix G of the OU 3-13 RI/I'S Pan A (DOE-ID I 9'>7b) are shown m this table 

• Sarnple~ re1cc1ed hecausc of an unacceptable quality control parameter are not included in this table 

h The RMI' cuncc11ua11un 1~ the 95".i, upper val1ic based on the empincal rule (95%ofihe measurements lie wllhrn two standard dev1auons ofthe1r mean) 

c I he INH:l. hac~grnund cu11cc111ra1iuns rcprescm the 95% upper co_nlidencc hmll (Rood et al. 11195). 

II - l"ht: ana'lylc rcporlcd value 1s •.RDI., but >IOI.. 

l he anal)lC \\a, 1dcr1111icd 111 lhc ,ample bul the numerical rc~ult rnay nol he accurate , 

N,\ Nill Applirnhk 

1(.\11 l<cJ,1111Jhk Ma\111111111 I· \J11is111e . . 
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Because of the generally small area and contaminant mass of most of these sites. the quantities of 
COCs present at most sites do not pose a threat to groundwater. However, several sites have significant 
sources at or near the soil basalt interface. For those sites there is a minor threat to groundwater. The 
COCs at these sites include both radionuclide and nonradionuclide contaminants. 

5.3.3.1 CPP-35 (Building 633 Decontamination Spill). Site CPP-35 resulted from a spill of 
decontamination fluid that entered the WCF air transport system and was released to soil. This release 
was estimated to have a contaminated area of 111 m2 

( 1200 ft2). The release was approximately 38 L 
(10 gal) of solution containing nitric acid, mercuric nitrate, heavy metals, fluoride, nitrates, and as much 
as 10 Ci of total activity. Contaminated soil and gravel were removed and shipped to the RWMC for 
disposal. Sampling results data from the Track 2 investigation are summarized for CPP-35 in Table 5-4. 
No contaminants were detected below 2 m (7 ft). 

5.3.3.2 CPP-36 (Contaminated Soil Southeast of the INTEC Stack). The contamination at 
Site CPP-36 is the result of the three separate releases, which are described below: 

I. In 1970, the calciner offgas lines between the WCF and the stack were excavated. Highly 
contaminated soil (up to 20 R/hr) was encountered at a depth of 1.8 m (6 ft) beneath Olive 
Avenue. The exact location of the release source is unknown. According to records, the 
contaminated soil was excavated and disposed at the RWMC. Clean fill was used as 
backfill. 

2. In October 1974, contamination was encountered under Olive Avenue during excavation for 
installation of lines. This contamination apparently was the result of waste that flowed out 
of an orifice corroded by nitric acid. The waste was probably from liquids being transferred 
from Tank WC-119 (sump tank at the WCF) and'Tank WC-102 (PEW evaporator) . 

3. In November 1974, 2,840 L (750 gal) of solution containing an estimated 4 Ci of total 
activity leaked into Valve Pit MAH-OGF-P-04. 

Two quantitative sampling events were undertaken at this site before the Track 2 investigation. In 
1974, three samples were collected from the excavation under Olive Avenue and analyzed for 
radionuclides. The depths from which the samples were collected cannot be established from available 
reports. In 1991, samples were collected from four boreholes (Golder Associates 1992). The boreholes 
were drilled to a maximum depth of 1.8 m (6 ft). The samples were analyzed for VOCs, metals. and 
radionuclides. The VOCs were not measured above detection levels. 

' 
The Track 2 investigation involved installing seven "observation wells" to measure subsurface 

radiation levels and the drilling and sampling of two boreholes. Samples from the boreholes were 
analyzed for selected metals, nitrate and nitrite, fluoride, pH. and radionuclides. Summary sampling 
results statistics for data from CPP-36 is provided in Table 5-5. Based on the result of investigations 
conducted at Site CPP-36. the zone of contamination is assumed to extend from the ground surface to the 
soil/basalt interface at about 12.8 m (42 ft). This depth is based on high activity levels measured m the 
deepest samples collected from borings CPP-36-1 and CPP-36-2. Results from the "observation wells" 
show elevated radiation levels to at least 7.6 m (25 ft) below ground surface (bgs). 

The area of CPP-36 is sho\\>n in Figure l-5. The initial area was expanded because "observation 
\Velis" located at the boundaries of the area indicate radiation levels above background. In addition. the 
CPP-36 area has been extended to the southeast to incorporate Site CPP-91. Investigative ri::rnlts indicate 
contammat1on at CPP-91 to be indistinguishable from CPP-36. The revised area of Site CPP-36 ,s about 
748 m! (8.052 tf ). 
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Table 5-4. Summary sampling results statistics for soil contaminants at Site CPP-35.~ ---·--·-·--·---··· -· 
Soil Concentration 

(mg/kg [nonradionuclide] or pCl/g [radionuclide]) 

Number of 
Number Number. Frequency INEEL Samples Greater 

Arithmetic Standard of of of Background• than 
Cn111amman1s Minimum Maximum Mean Deviation RMEb . Samples Detects Detection (mg/kg or pC1/g) Background -----~------

Mercury SE-02 B 7.20E+OO l.66E+OO 2.49E+OO 6.64E+OO 14 12 86% 5E-02 11 

('admium 1.40E+OO l.40E+OO l.40E+OO NA NA 14 I 7% 2.20Et00 0 

Am-241 l.38E-02 l.21E+OO 5.17E-OI 6.01 E-01 l.72E+OO 3 3 100% I. IOE-02 3 

Cs-137 2.14E-OI 8.64E+03 6.63E+02 2.14E+03 4.94E+03 14 14 100% 8.20E-OI 9 

Eu-154 3.18E-Ol 11.BOE+OO 3.37E+OO 4.81E+OO l.30E+OI 5 14 36% NA NA 

Pu-238 7.93E-OI 1.32E+OI 5.44E+OO 6.77E+OO l.90E+Ol 3 3 100% 4.90E-03 3 

Pu-239/240 5.24E-02 7.25E-01 3.21E-OI NA NA 3 3 100% IE-OJ 2 

Sr-90 7.52E+OO 3.24E+03 5.77E+02 1.IOE+03 2.78E+03 8 8 100% 4.90E-OI 8 

ll-234 9.59E-OI J 1.02E+OO J 9.82E-01 3.32E-02 l.05E+OO 3 3 100% l.44E+OO 0 
V> ll-235 5.20E-02 7.20E-02 6.03E-02 l.03E-02 · 8.09E-02 3 3 100% NA NA I 
N 
0 ll-238 1.0!EtOO 1.14E+OO l.07E+OO 6.SIE-02 l.20E+OO 3 3 100% I .40E+OO 0 

(iross Alpha 3.o5Et00 2.02E+02 2.76E+Ol 5.21E+Ol J.32E+02 14 14 100% NA NA 

< iruss Beta 2.041:+0I 1.21E+04 1.14E+03 3.19E+03 7.52E+03 14 14 100% NA NA 

a N<rll: 

• I >upl11:atc sample n:sulls were nut included 10 the stallstical analysis . 

• Analy11cal results used 10 this table arc from samples collcced from two borings·installed dunng the OU 3-08 Track II invesllgatmn (WIN('O 1993c) 

• Sampks "'ere also analyzed fur lluundc, pl!, nitrate, nitrite, and K-40 These constituents are nut shown in lhis table because they arc not present at hazardous concentrations 

• Samples rcJc:ctcd because: of an unacceplable quality control parameter are not included in this table. 

b The RME concentration 1s the 95% upper value based on the empirical rule (95%ofthe measurements lie within two slandard deviations of1hc1r mean). 

c The INl:El background concentrnl1ons represent lhc 95% upper confidence hmil (Rood cl al. 1995). 

ll - The analyte rt:portcd value 1s <Rl>I., bul >J()L 

The analyte wa~ 1de1111 lied in the sample but the numerical result may nol be accurate. 

NA Nol Applicable 

RMI· - RL"aMmahlc Ma,1mu111 l·,rnsurc: ------·· -- -·· - - -·-·· ----- ·"-----·--·----------- ·--------
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Table 5-5. Summary sampling results statistics for soil contaminants at Site CPP-36! 

··- ----- -··--- ---- ----··--
Soil Concentration 

! ~~1g/kg I nonradionuclide] or pCi/g I radionuclide]) 
Number Number Frequency INEEL Number of 

Arithmetic Standard of of of l3ackground0 Samples Greater 
( 'onta111111ants M1111mum_ Maximum Mean Deviation RMEb Samples Detects Detection (mg/kg or pC'i/g) than Background 

-----·· --- . 

As J.20E+OO 4.IOE+OO 3.69E+OO 2.59E-01 4.21E+OO 8 8 100% 5.80E+OO 0 

Ba 6.76Et01 8.92Et01 7.69E+Ol 7.43E+OO 9.18E+OI 8 8 100% 3E+02 0 

Cd 8.lOE-OIB 8.40E-OLB 8.25E-01 2.12£-02 8.67E-Ol 19 2 11% 2.20Et00 0 

Cr 9.60E tOO I .49E+OI 1.21Et01 l.76Et00 l.56E+OI 8 8 100% 3.30E+OI 0 

Ilg l.20E-01 l.66E-t01 l.43E+OO 3.78E+OO 8.99E+OO 19 19 100% 5E-02 19 

Pb 7.20Et00 3.22E+02 J 4.74E+OI 1. IIE+02 2.69E+02 8 8 100% l.70E+Ol 

Am-241 1.03Et00 7.63E+02 2.29E-t02 3.63E+02 9.55E+02 13 4 31% l.lOE-02 4 

v, Cs- 137 2.04E+OI 4.08E+05 2.93E+04 9.71E+04 2.24E+05 20 20 100% 8.20E-Ol 20 
I 

I'-' 
Eu-154 8.75E-02 4.74E+03 5.91E+02 l.50E+03 3.59E+03 11 10 91% NA NA 

1-129 l.23E+OO 2.43Et02 6.33E+OI l.20E+02 3.03E+02 9 4 44% NA NA 

Np-237 4.00E-02 1.90E+OO 8.90E-01 6.99E-01 2.29E+OO 9 5 56% NA NA 

Pu-238 1.701::-01 8.18E+03 1.82E+03 3.58E+03 8.98E+03 13 5 38% 4.90E-03 5 

Pu-239/240 7.00E-02 3.24E-t02 7.41E+Ol 1.41E+02 3.56E+02 13 5 38% lE-01 4 

Sr-90 2.90E-OI 5.13E+04 2.81E+03 1.14E+04 2.56E+04 20 20 100% 4.90E-Ol 19 

U-234 l.OOE-01 2.81E-t00 6.54E-01 7.95E-Ol 2.24E+OO 13 13 100% l.44E-t00 2 

l 1-235 4.44E-02 9.95E-02 7.19E-02 2.26E-02 l.17E-01 13 5 38% NA· NA 

l J-238 I .20E-Ol 1.84Et00 6.48E-Ol 5.94E-OI l.84E+OO 13 13 100% 1.40Et00 --· ·-·-·· ----- '----.. ·---·· ~---
<iross Alpha 5.4oE tOO J 2.75Et04 J 3.73E-t03 8.83E+03- 2.14E+04 11 11 100% NA NA 

(iross Beta 7.48F tOI 2.5JEt0.'i 4.50Et04 9.85E+04 2.42E+05 11 11 100% NA NA 
. . . - ----·· ----·· 
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Table 5-5. (cuntmucd) 

Sotl Concentration 
·---------- --------·----- ·---- ·------ ------- ---· 

( mg/kg I nonradionuchde J or pCJ/g I radionuclide J) - ..... ____ ., -· 
Arithmetic Standard 

c ·ontanunants Muumum Maximum Mean Deviali,on 

Number 
of 

Samples 

Number 
of 

Detects 

Frequency 
of 

Detection 

INEEl. 
13ackgroundc 

(mg/kg or pC'i/g) 

Number of 
Samples Greater 
than Background 

a NO II· 

h 

l' 

II 

NA 

R/1.11· 

• 

• I luphcalc )ample re~ults were nut included in lhe stal1s1ical analysis 

• ,\nal)UCal results an: from samples collcclc:d from four borings installed during the 1991 assessment (Golder Associates 1991) and from two addnronal bunngs installed durmg 1he 
Ol l 3-08 Tr.sck II invesligallon (WIN('() 1993c). 

• :-.ampling results from an investigation m 1974 are not included rn this table because the locauon of one of the sampl,es and depths of all of the samples could not be established 

• nic samples from the 19\11 rnvest1gall11n were analyzed for VO< ·•s, Metals and Rlldrological Consutuents No VO(''s were measured above detccuon hmns and only those metals 
and rad111lng1cal constituents thar were idenltfied with concentrations greater than detection limits arc shown in the table. 

• ·1 hc ot 13-0!! Track II lnvesllgallon samples were also analyzed for lluonde, pll, nitrate, nitrite and K-40 These constilucnfs are nol shown m lhc !able hc:cause 1hey are no1 pn:sen1 
al haJardous eoncentra11ons 

• Samples reJccied because of an unacceptable quality control parameter arc not included m the table. 

rt1c RMI· cw1cc111ra11un 1s lhe 95% upper value based on lhc empirical rule (95%ofthc measurements he within two s1andard deviations of1he1r mean) 

I he INM,I t,ad,ground cuncentrauuns represent the 95% upper confidence hmit (Rood ct al. 1995). 

I he analy1e reported value 1s '- ROI , but >11)1.. 

I hc analy1c was 1den111icd rn lhe sample hut the numerical result may not be accurate. 

Nul Apphcahle 

_ --~~'.'.!1~t,~':.!"la~1mu_n_tl_:x----'po-su_r_c ___________________ ~-----------------·------------"----

• • ........ 
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5.3.3.3 CPP-91 (Building CPP-633 Blower Pit Drain). Site CPP-91 consists of soil potentially 
contaminated by discharges from the drain at the base of a .blower pit located on the north side of the 
WCF (CPP-633). The blower pit contains a drain that is believed to discharge directly to the sediments 
below the blower pit floor. which is approximately 3. l rn ( l O ft) bgs. In 1992, a cleanup of the blower pit 
revealed elevated radiation levels on the blower pit walls and floor. During the cleanup, water from rain 
and snowmelt had entered the blower pit and was observed to be flowing into the blower pit drain. A 
sample of the dirt on the blower pit floor showed elevated levels of Cs-137, Cs-134, Co-60, Eu-154, and 
mercury. This suggests that releases of radionuclide contamination may have occurred through the 
blower pit drain to the underlying soils over the 25+ years since the WCF became operational. Upon 
discovery of the water and drain in 1992, the drain and blower pit were both sealed. Table 5-6 
summarizes sampling results data from the CPP-91 soil borings. 

5.3.3.4 CPP-01 (Concrete Settling Basins and Dry Wells East of CPP-603). This site 1s 
associated with the fuel storage basin cleanup support system, and consists of the concrete horizontal 
settling basin (CPP-740), concrete vertical settling pit (CPP-301 ), and two dry wells (CPP-303 and 
MAH-SFE-SW-048) east of CPP-603. The fuel storage basin cleanup support system received a 
backwash slurry of filter aid material (diatomaceous earth) from the Fuel Receiving and Storage Facility 
filter system. The shielding water in the fuel storage basin was recirculated through the filters to prevent 
accumulation of dirt and algae. The filtered solids and filter aid material were periodically backwashed 
from the filters and pumped to CPP-301, a 1.5 x 1.5 x 5.8 m (5 x 5 x 19 ft) vertical settling vault. When 
the slurry in the vault settled, the supernatant was drained from the vault to a deep dry well. CPP-303, 
where the effluent percolated into the surrounding soils. 

The filter backwash settling system operated from 1951 to 1962. The horizontal settling system 
was constructed in 1962. The system consisted of a horizontal settling basin CPP-740 and dry well 
SW-048. The CPP-301 was removed from service and valved.off. The CPP-740 basin included a 
l.2 x l.6 x 9.1 m (4 x 5.3 x 30 ft) horizontal settling system of weir compartments and an access 
manhole. This system served to settle slurry solids and to drain the supernatant to dry well SW-048 and 
·subsequently the surrounding soils. The total volume (l-8,295 L [5,000 gal]) of sludge and liquid in the 
horizontal settling basin CPP-740 and the vertical settling pit CPP-301 was removed in the fall of 1993 . 
under a CERCLA removal action. The liquid,removed was sent to the PEW facility and the sludge ~as 
dried and sent to the RWMC. 

Use of dry wells was discontinued in 1966 due to internal administrative controls. This decision 
prompted reactivation of CPP-301 as a settling pit. Upon reactivation. steam jetting was used to transfer 
the supernatant to waste storage tank SFE-20 (Site CPP-69 in OU 3-09). In March 1969, several 
Expenmental Breeder Reactor (EBR) No. 2 fuel canisters ruptured, releasing contamination to the basm 
water. The CPP-740 settling facilities were removed from service in 1977 when the filters were replaced 
by a pressurized sand filtration system. 

Depth of contamination at CPP-01 is assumed to extend from ground surface to the sediment/basalt 
interface at 9.8 m (32 ft) bgs. Table 5-7 provides summary sampling results statistics for CPP-0 l. 

5.3.3.5 CPP-04105 (Contaminated Soil Area Around CPP-603 Settling Tank). These sites 
located east of CPP-603 were combined because they were determined to have resulted from the same 
release. Site CPP-04 includes a l 0.0 x 20.4 m (33 x 67 ft) area of contammated soil above the horizontal 
settling basm CPP-740. Site CPP-05 includes a 10.0 x 20.4 m (33 x 67 ft) area of contaminated soil 
above the vertical settling pit CPP-30 l. Soil contamination associated with the two sites resulted from 
unintentional releases during sludge removal from the two structures in 1978 . 

5-23 



!able 5-6. ~~~1~ary sampling results statistics for soil contaminants 1n C'PP-91 soil borings.1 

.- ........ __ . 
Soil Concentration 

( mg/kg ( nonradionuclide J or p('i/g (radionuclide}) 

Number Number Frequency !NEEL Number of 
Arithmetic Standard of of of Background' Samples Greater 

C ·0111ammants Minimum Maximum Mean Deviation RMEb Samples Detects Detection (mg/kg or pC'i/g) than Background 
" .. ~ - ~~ ~~-

As 3.60E+OO P l.03E-+OI P 6.17Et00 2.20E+OO 1.06E+OI JO 10 100% 5.80E+OO 6 

Ba 7.81Et-OJ P l.86E+02 P 1.1 IE+02 3.12E+OI 1.73E+02 10 10 100% 3Et02 0 

Be 3.70E-OI P l.20E+OO P 5.90E-OI 0.28E-OI 6.46E-Ol 10 10 100% l.80E+OO 0 

Cd 4.3 E-01 BP 3.30E+OO P 1.27E+OO 8.90E-Ol 3.05E+OO 10 10 100% 2.20E·t00 

Co 4.80E+OO BP l.22E+Ot P 7.05E-+OO 2.72E+OO I.25E+OI 10 10 100% I.IOE+OI 2 

Cr t.52Et01 JP 3.73E+Ot JP 2.397E+OI 7.49E+OO 3.90E+OI 10 10 100% 3.30E+OI 2 

Cu l.25E+Ol P 3.28E+Ol P l.768E+Ot 6.78E+OO 3.12E+OI 10 IO 100% 2.20Et01 2 

Ilg 7.00E-02 B 5.40E-OI 2.70E-Ol t.SOE-01 5.70E-01 to 8 80% 5.00E-02 8 
V, 

I Mn l.67Et02 P 5.34E+02 P 2.616E+02 l.28E+02 5.18E+o2 to 10 100% 4.90E+02 I'-' 
+"' 

Nt l.81E+OI P 3.80E+Ol P 2.472E+Ol 6.85E+OO 3.84E+01 10 10 . 100% 3.50E-+Ol 2 

Ph 5.60Ei00 P 1.72E+OI P 9.74E+OO 3.79E+OO 1.73E+Ol 10 10 100% l.70E+Ol 

Sb 5.80E-OI BP l.20E+OO BP 8.50E-01 2.30E-OI l.31E+OO 10 9 90% 4.80E+OO 0 

Sc 2.00E+OO P 2.00E+OO P 2.00E+OO NA NA 10 10% 2.20E-Ol 

Th t.80E+OO BP l.80E+OO BP l.80E+OO NA NA 10 10% 4.30E-01 

V 2.34E+Ol P 4.34E+Ol P 3.083E+OI 7.70E+OO 4.62E+OI 10 10 100% 4.50Et01 0 

Zn 4.73E+OI P l.07E+02 P 6.716E+Ol 2.03E+Ol I.08Et02 10 10 100% l.50E+02 0 

Cs-137 l.OOE-01 I .40E+02 3.081E+OI 4.59E+Ol l.23E+02 10 8 80% 8.20E-01 6 

Pu-2J8 3.20E-OI 3.20E-01 3.20E-Ol NA NA 100% 4,90E-03 

Pu-239 6.00E-02 6.00E-02 6E-02 NA NA JOO% IE-01 () 

Sr-lJO 2.001:fOI 7.58Et03 2.287E +03 3.60E+03 9.49E+03 4 4 100% 4.90E-Ol 4 

I l' 1)1) 2.321:t(l{) 2 .UEtUO 2.J2l:t()() NA NA 1001
\, NA NA 

• • • . ....... 
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Table 5-6. (continued). 

- . ----- ·-·----- ·-·-----·-·- ----------------------·---------- --··-----·-·-·----------· . - --· .. 

Soil Concentration 
(mg/kg (nonradionuclide) or pCi/g (radionuchdej} 

Number Number Frequency (NEEL Number of 
Arithmetic Standard 

< ·ontamrnants Minimum Maximum Mean Deviation RMEb 
of of of Backgroundc Samples Greater 

Samples Detects Detection (mg/kg or pCi/g) than Background 
--------

l l-234 6.37E+OO J 6.37E+OO J 6.37E+OO NA NA 100% l.44E+OO 

lJ-2~5 2.00E-02 2.00E-02 2E-02 NA NA 100% NA NA 

U-236 I.OOE-02 J I.OOE-02 J IE-02 NA NA 100% NA NA 

lJ-2)8 6.40E-OI 6.40E-OI 6.40E-Ol NA NA 100% 1.40E+OO 0 ·-·------
Gross Alpha 5.30E+OO 1.90E+OI l.19E+OI 4.69E+OO 2.l3E+OI 9 8 89% NA NA 

nross Beta 2.70E+OI 2.09E t04 284E+03 6.88E+03 2.98E+-05 9 9 100% NA NA 

a NOTE: 

• , Duplicate sample results were not mcluikd m the statistical analysis . 

Analyucal results are from samples collected from two borings installed during the OU 3-13 RI. Results are provided in ·Appendix O of the OIJJ-13 RI/I'S Part A (IX>E-ID 1997h) and the 
hRIS Database. 

• Samples were analyz.ed for SVOl"s, VOCs, Metals and Radtologu:al Constituents. Only those constituents that were 1dent11ied above detection limits m the samples are shown m thc tabie 
except for the following constituents which were detected but are not considered to be present at hazardous concentrattons: Al, Ca, Fe, Mg, K, Na and Total Sr. 

• Sampb reJcctcd hccause of an unacceptable quality control parameter were not included in the table. 

ti I h<· HME ,oncentratmn 1s the 95% upper value based on the empirical rule (95%ofthe measurements lie wrthm two standard deviations ofthe1r mean) 

( I hc INl:H bac~gruund cunccntratums n:present the 95% upper confidence hmit (Rood et al. 1995). 

(Non-Rad) The analyte was 1den11ficd m the sample but the numerical result may not be accurate. 

(Rad) The result 1s s1atis11cally posiuve at the 95% confidence level and is considered to be an estimated quantity. 

II The analyle reported value is< RDL, but> 11>1. 

I' Sample analysis by inductively coupled plasma atomic en11ss1un spectroscopy. 

NI\ Nol appli,ablc. 

KMI· Reasonable Ma,m1um faposure ----· ------

., .. 
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Tijble 5•7. Summary sampling results stat1st1cs for soil contaminants at Site C'PP-0 I .a ,-_ .. ___ ,___ .... _. ~·- _,,,_ .. ~---
Soil Concentration 

(pCt/g [radionuclide)) 

Number of 
Number Number Frequency INEEL Samples 

Arithmetic Standard of of of Background' Greater than 
< ·ontanunants Minimum Maximum Mean Deviation RMEb Samples Detects Detection (mg/kg or pCi/g) Background ---------

Am-241 1.78E+OO J 1.78E-t00 J l.78E+OO NA NA 3 33% I.IOE-02 

Co-57 l.02E+OO l.02E+OO l.02E+OO NA NA 19 I 5% NA NA 
Co-60 l.38E+OO 3.32E+02 7.12E+OJ l.46E+02 3.63E+02 19 5 26% NA NA 
Cs-137 1.29E+OO 4.60E+04 4.64E+03 l.20E+04 2.86E+04 19 15 79% 8.20E-OI 15 
Eu-152 2.23E+OO 1.04E+02 5.37E+Ol 5.75E+Ol l.69E+-02 19 4 21% NA NA 

Eu-154 4E+OO 7.97E+OI 5.03E-t01 4.06E+O.l l.32E+-02 19 3 16% NA NA 

Eu-155 8.81E+OO 8.81E+OO 8.SIE+OO NA NA 19 5% NA NA 

Pu-239 5.30E+OO J 1.20E+OI J 8.83E+OO 3.36E+OO l.56E+Ol 11 3 27% I.OOE-01 3 
Sr-90 1.1 lE+Ol 4.85E+03 9.43Et02 l.46E+03 3.86E+03 16 16 100% 4.90E-Ol 16 

ll-235 ·9.34E-03 3.94E-02 2.40E-02 8.55E-03 4.llE-02 II 11 100% NA NA 
11.:nR 1.12E-01 2.SOE-01 2.0IE-01 4.26E-02 2.86E-01 11 11 100% 1.4 0 

(iross Alpha 4.30E+OO 3.32Et03 4.47E+02 8.61E+02 2.17E+03 19 14 74% NA NA 

(iross Beta 7.46E+OO 4.32E+04 4.99E+03 1.01 E+04 2.52E+04 19 19 100% NA NA 
a NOTI: 

• Duplicate sample results were not included m the stallstical analy~,s 

• Analy11cal results are from sample~ collc:cted from three bonngs and from the bottom of dry well SW-048 dunng the OU J-09 Tr.ick 2 lnvesttgauon Results arc provuled 111 the Fmal 
l'rehnunary Scoping Track 2 Summary Repon For Operable IJmt OU 3-09 (LITCO 1995b) and Appendix G of the OUJ-13 RI/I'S Pan A (DUE-ID 1997b). 

• Selected samples were also analy~ed for Cd. K-40. Np-237. Pu-238 and ll-234. This data is not shown because_concentrauons were below detecllon limtls. 

• Samples reJected because of an unaccep1ablc quality control parameter were not included III the table. 

h The RMI· conccntration 1~ the 95% upper value based on the empmcal rule ('>5'Yonfthe measurements lie wtth111 two standard devtaltons ofthetr mean) 

c l"he INI+ I hal'~grmmd rn11centra11011~ represent the 95% upper conlidcncc hmit (Rood et al. 1995) 

(.lue~llonahlc I l "S rccu,ery 01 analyllcal yield 

N:\ Not appl1cahlc 

• • • 



• 

• 

• 

The contaminated area was later covered with 0.6 m (2 ft) of soil. Table 5-8 shows summary 
sampling results statistics for CPP-04105. ' 

The COPCs for CPP-04/05 include Ce-144. Co-60. Cs-134, Cs-137, Eu-152. Eu-154. Eu-155. and 
U-235. The areal extent of contamination is estimated at 408 m2 (4,422 ft\ Assuming an average depth 
of contamination of 0.6 m (2.0 ft), the total volume of contaminated soil is estimated at 245 m3 (8.844 ft 3

). 

5.3.3.6 CPP-08/09 (Contaminated Soil Area Around CPP-603 Basin Filter System). 
These sites were combined because they were detennined to have resulted from failure of an underground 
carbon steel filter system line due to corrosion. Approximately 251 m3 (2,700 ft3

) of soil were 
contaminated with approximately 79,494 L (21.000 gal) of radionuclide-contaminated water from the 
CPP-603 basin over a 7-day period. 

The exact location of the leak was never detennined. The leaking line section was replaced and 
removed from service. Contaminated soil resulting from the leak was apparently encountered by 
construction crews on the east side of CPP-603, where a section of the line was located. The area of 
contamination was delineated by radiological survey instruments, however no soil samples were 
collected. Site CPP-09 was identified in the FF NCO as "soil contamination northeast comer of 
CPP-603 South Basin." Site CPP-08 was identified as "CPP-603 Bdsin Filter System Line Failure." 
Sites CPP-08 and -09 were combined as one site based on information gathered during preparation of 
Track 2 investigation for each site. Table 5-9 provides summary sampling results statistics for 
CPP-08/09. 

The COPCs include Cs-137, Sr-90, Eu-152, Eu-154 and U-235. The assumed areal extent is 
25 I m2 (2700 ft2

). The assumed depth of contamination is 9.4 m (3 I ft), with an estimated contaminated 
soil volume of2,370 m3 (83,700 ft3

) • 

5.3.3. 7 CPP-10 (Contaminated Soil Area around CPP-603 Plastic Pipeline Break). This 
site resulted from a release of approximately 3000 L (800 gal) of radionuclide-contaminated CPP-603 
basin water that drained onto a shielded floor area as a result of failure of a PVC line in December 1976. 
Approximately 34 m2 (366 ft2

) of asphalt and soil outside the building were contaminated. Apparently no 
remedial actions were performed at the site, other than placing several inches of clean soil over the 
contaminated area. Table 5-10 provides summary sampling results statistics for CPP-10. 

Radionuclide contaminants include Co-60, Cs-137, Eu-152. -154, and -155, Sr-90, and U-235. The 
estimated area ofCPP-10 is 31.2 ma (336 ft2

). Contamination is assumed to extend from ground surface 
to the soil-basalt interface at l 0.4 m (34 ft) bgs. 

5.3.3.8 CPP-11 (CPP-603 Sltidge and Water Release). This site resulted from a release of 
contaminated sludge and water from CPP-603 in February 1978. Approximately I, 136 to 1.893 L 
(300 to 500 gal) of sludge and water were released, and covered an area of 8.5 x 17 m (28 x 56 ft). The 
m1t1al spill was cleaned up and soils with radiation levels greater than I R/hr were removed. 

The remainder of the area was roped off. Tank SFE-06 is located 1.8 m (6 ft) bgs at the site. and 1s 
still used for storage of radionuclide-contaminated waste. The tank 1s not known to be leaking. Summary 
sampl mg results statistics are provided in Table 5-11. 

Contaminants of potential concern include arsenic. thorium. Co-60. Sr-90, Cs-137,-Eu-154. and 
Np-23 7. Contammat1on is estimated to extend from ground surface to 5.5 m (18 ft) bgs. This estimate 
was based on radionuclide activuies above background in samples collected at 3.8 m ( 12.5 ft) bgs . 

5-27 
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Table 5-8. Summary sampling results statistics for radionuclides at Sites CPP-04/05.a 

Soil Concentration 
(mg/kg (nonradionuchdeJ or pCi/g (radionuclide)) 

Number of 
Number Frequc:ncy !NEEL Samples 

Arithmetic Standard of Number of Background'. Ureater than 
( ·0111a111111ants Minimum Maximum Mean Deviation RMEb Samples of Detects Dc:tection ( mg/kg or pC'i/g) Background 

Cc-144 2.00E-01 2.39E+03 1.20E+02 3.28E+02 7.76E+o2 204 133 65% NA NA 

<. ·o-60 l.OSE-02 l.45E+03 4.62E+OI l.57E+02 3.60E+02 204 172 84% NA NA 

l's- I 34 7.50E-02 2.26Et02 J.8IE+OI 3.77E+OI 9.35E+OI 204 89 44% NA NA 

Cs-137 2.19E-OI 2.65E+04 9.60E+02 3.27E+03 7.50E+03 204 204 100% 8.20E-OI 196 

Eu-152 2.00E-01 3.50E+04 9.32E+02 3.49E+03 7.91E+03 204 199 98% NA NA 

Eu-154 4.73E-01 3.22Et04 9.31E+02 3.34E+03 7.61E+03 204 187 92% NA NA 

Eu-155 5.38E-03 7.60E+03 2.27E+02 7.96E+02 l.82E+o3 204 178 87% NA NA 

lJ-2.lS 4.75E-02 3.02E-OI 7.0lE-02 3.62E-02 1.43E-Ol 120 120 100% NA NA 

a NOi i· 

• l>up!icate ~ample: results were not included m the statistical analysis . 

• Analyucal results are from samples collected from 51 bonngs installed to charactenze the CPP· 740 horizontal senling basin in 1981. Results an: provided in the Radioactive Waste 
CharacteriLation utTPP-603 Cleanup Basm-CPP-740 (EG&G 1982) and in Appendix E of lhe Preliminary Scoping Track 2 Summary Repon For Operable Unit 3-09 (I.ITC<> I ')l)5h) 

h I he RMF concen1ra1ton 1s the 95% upper value based on the empirical rule (95%ofthe measurements lie within two standard deviations of1he1r mean). 

, The INl'l:l. background cnnccnlrallons represent the ')5% upper confidence limll (Rood et al. 1995) . . 
NA Nol applicable 

RMI: Reasonable Maximum Exposure. 

• • • . ....... 
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Table 5-9. Summary sampling results statistics for soil contaminants at Site CPP-08/09: 

Soil Concentration 
( pCi/g I radionuclide l) ------

Number of 
Number Number Frequency !NEEL Samples 

Arithmetic Standard of of of Background•· Greater than 
( ·0111arnma11ts Minimum Maximum Mean Deviation RMEb Samples Detects Detection (mg/kg or pCi/g) Background ------
Cs-137 l.49E+OI l.08E+03 5.32E+02 5.83E+02 l.70E+o3 4 4 JOO% 8.20E-01 4 

Eu-152 4.38E+OO 4.38E+OO 4.38E+OO NA NA 4 25% NA NA 

Eu-154 7.78E-OI 2.95E+OO 1.86E+OO l.54E+OO 4.94E+OO 4 2 50% NA NA 

Sr-90 · 2.52E+OI J l.40E+02 8.53E+OI 5.76E+OI 2.0IE+02 3 3 100% 4.90E-Ol 3 

lJ-235 l.93E-02 2.61E-02 2.27E-02 4.81E-03 3.23E-02 2 2 100% NA NA 

lJ-238 I .56E-OI l.61E-OI l.59E-OI 3.54E-03 l.66E-OI 2 2 100% 1.40E-f00 0 

Gross Alpha 5.IOE+OO 7.99E+OI 2.91E+OI 3.48E+OI 9.87E+ol 4 4 100% NA NA 

Gross Beta 9.88E+OI 9.36E+02 5.19E+02 4.34E+02 l.39E+03 4 4 100% NA NA ----·----
a NOTI: 

• l>uplJcate sample results were nul included in the statisucal analysis . 

• Analyllcal results are from samples collc:ctcd from one bonng installed during the OU 3-09 Track 2 lnvcsl1ga11on. Results are provided in the hnal Prelimmary Scopmg I rack 2 
Summary Report For Operable Linn OlJ 3-09 (l.lTCO 1995b) and Appendix G of the OU3-J 3 RI/FS Pan A (OOE-ll) 1997b). 

• Selected sarnph:s were also analyzed for Co-57, Co-60, Eu-155, K-40, U-234, Np-237, Pu-23!!, Pu-239 and Am-241. ll1is data JS nol shown because concentrauons were: below 
deteclion limits. 

• Samples reJected because ofan unacceplable quahly control parameter were not included in the table. 

h The: RMI: concentration JS the 95% upper value based.on 1he empirical rule (95%ofthe measurements lie within two slandard.deviations of their mean). 

c The JNl:EI. background concentratmns represent the 95% upper confidence hmll (Rood et al. 1995). 

()uestJonahle I.CS recovery or analytical yield 

NA Nut applil·able 

KM I Kcasonahk MaKJ~tum bposurc ··--------- --------·---·-·------ -------·· ---
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Table 5-10. Summary sampling results statistics for soil contaminants at Site C'PP-10.a 

S01l Concentration 
(pC'i/g [radionuclide}) 

Number 
Arilhmeti Standard of 

( ·011tam111ants Minimum Maximum c Mean Deviation RMEb Samples 

(.'o-60 3.18E+OO 3.18E+OO 3.18E+OO NA NA 6 

Cs-137 2.ISE+OO 1.19E+03 4.91E+02 5.36E+02 l.56E+03 6 

Eu-152 9.16E+OO 9.16E+OO 9.16E+OO NA NA 6 

Eu-154 5.70E+OO 5.70E+OO 5.70E+OO NA NA 6 

ht-155 l.48E+OO l.48E+OO l.48E+OO NA NA 6 

Sr-90 4.17F.t01 5.83E-iOI J 5.00E+OI l.17E+OI 7.34E+OI 2 

l l-235 I. I 3E-02 l.42E-02 l.28E-02 1.46E-03 l.57E-02 3 

l l-2.\8 l.76E-01 2.IOE-01 1.88E-01 1.88E-02 2.26E-OI 3 
. -··---

(iwss Alpha 2.78E+OO 1.38E+02 4.97E+OI 5.65E+Ol 1.63E+o2 6 

< iross Beta 1.42Et02 5.45E t 03 1.48E+03 2.05E+03 5.58E+03 6 
. - ... ····-· 

a N<>rF 

. l>uphcatc sample results were not mduded m the stat1st1cal analysis . 

Number 
of 

Detects 

2 

3 

3 

5 

6 

Frequenc 
yof 

Detection 

17% 

100% 

17% 

17% 

17% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

83% 

100% 

INEEL 
backgroundc 

(mg/kg or pCi/g) 

NA 

8.20E-Ol 

NA 

NA 

NA 

4.90E-OI 

NA 

1.4 

NA 

NA 

Number of 
Samples 

Greater than 
Background 

NA 

6 

NA 

NA 

NA 

2 

NA 

0 

NA 

NA 

• Analytical results are from samples collected from one boring insllllled during the OU 3-09 Track 2 Investigation Results are provided m the l'mal Prehmmary Scopmg Track 2 
Summary Rcpon Fur Operable Unit OU J,09 (I.ITCO 1995b) and Appendix G of the OU3-13 Rl/FS Pan A (DOE-ID 1997b). 

• Seh:ctcd samples were also analyzed for Co-57, K-40, U-234, Np-237, Pu-238, Pu-239 and Am-241. This data 1s not shown because conccnlrations were below detection hmib 

h 

• Samples rejected because of an unacceptable quality control parameter were not included in the table. 

·1 he RMI: c(mcentrat1011 is the 95% upper value based on the empirical rule (95%ofthe measurements he within two standard deviations ofthe1r mean). 

·1 he JNEl:I backgmund concentrations represent the 95% upper confidence limll (Rood el al. 1995) 

(Jueslmnablc I .CS recovery ur analyucal yield. 

N:\ Nut apphcahk 

l{t\11 l{ca,nnahk Ma.,1111um_l·,p11>1HC 

• • • 
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Table 5-11. Summary sampling results statistics for soil contaminants at Site CPP-11. a 
----·-·-·-

Soil Concentration 
( mg/kg [ nonradionucl ide] or pCi/g [ radionuclide J) 

Number of 
Number Number !NEEL Samples 

Arithmetic Standard of of Frequency Background" Greater than 
< 'ontanunants Minimum Maximum Mean Deviation RMEb Samples Detects of Detection (mg/kg or pCi/g) Background 

As 2.80E+OO 6.40E+OO 4.77E+OO l.27E+OO 7.JIE+OO 10 10 100% 5.80E+OO 2 

Ba 6.34E-t01 P l.22E+02 P 9.76E-+Ol l.96E+Ol l.37E+02 IO 10 100% .rnoE+o2 0 

Be 2.50E-Ol P 5E-OI P 4.23E-OI 7.32E-02 5.69E-01 IO 10 100% l.80E-+00 0 

Cd 4.JOE-01 P l.70E+OO P 1.12E+OO 5.00E-01 2.12E+o0 10 10 100% 2.20E+OO () 

Co 3.50E+OO BP 6.JOE+OO BP 5.IJE+OO 7.83E-Ol 6.70E+OO IO 10 100% I.IOE-+01 0 

Cr l.32E+OI JP 2.37E+OI P 1.85E+Ol 3.07E+OO 2.46E+Ol 10 10 100% 3.30E+Ol 0 

Cu 7.80E+OO P l.54E+OI P l.31E+Ol . 2.26E+OO l.76E+OI IO 10 100% 2.20E+OI 0 

v, Ilg 5.00E-02 B 5.00E-02 B 5.00E-02 NA NA 10 10% 5.00E-02 0 ' w 
Mn l .32E+02 P 2.58E+02 NJ P 1.97E+02 4.44E+Ol · 2.86E+02 10 10 100% 4.90E+02 0 

Ni l.16E-t01 P 2.06E+Ol P l.73E~Ol 2.78E+OO 2.29E+OI 10 10 100% 3.50E+OI 0 

Ph 5.30E-t00 P 8.80E+OO P 6.96Et00 1.1 IE+OO 9.18E+OO IO 10 100% 1.70E-t01 0 

Sh 4.40E-OI 8 P 8.30E-Ol BP 6.06E-Ol l.56E-01 9.ISE-01 10 9 90% 4.80E+OO 0 

Sc 8.50E-OI 8 P 8.SOE-01 BP 8.50E-OI NA NA 10 10% 2.20E-Ol 1~ 
~; 

Th I.JOE+OO 8 P I.JOE+OO B l.30E+OO NA NA 10 10% 4.JOE-01 

V l.83E+OI 2.8IE+OI 2.SOE+Ol 3.14E+OO 3.13E+OI 10 10 100% 4.50E+Ol 0 

I Zn 3.29E+Ol 6.42E+Ol 5.04E+OI 8.44E+OO 6.73E+Ol JO 10 100% l.50E+02 0 

Co-60 I IOE+OI 6. IOE-01 2.93E-OI 2.75E-OI 8.43E-OI IO 3 30% NA NA 

Cs-137 2.90E-OI 7.27E+OI 2.56E+Ol 2.64E+OI 7.84E+OI 10 10 100% 8.20E-OI 9 

l·.u-154 J 60E-O I l.80Et00 7.53E-OI 5.64E-OI l.88Et00 IO 6 60% NA NA 

Np-2-'7 I 501:-01 1.501:-0 I 1.SOE-01 NA NA 100% NA NA 

s, .•)() I. \I I: 1(1 I J I J II: t O I J l.31Et01 NA NA · 100%, 4 l)Ol:-0 I 



Table 5-11. (n111111111l·,I> 

Soil < ·1111n:nltJl11111 
l_mg kg l111H!.!_J1h111111d11kj 111 pl\g L•~t!J.1111111:J!dcJ.L. ___ . 

< ·11nla111111.1111:. 

I 1-2.'-J 

I 1-2.\X 

< i111ss Alpha 

< i111~s lll'la 

• , 1\1 >II 

• 

i\ 1111111111111 

l .10E tOO 

Max 111111111 ----
1.201: I()() 

1.001: t !l_O ___ _J .11111·, ()() 

..f.(1()1: I (},0 

2.40E10I 

2 .. \01: I (I ( 

2. IJSE l(}J .I _______ , .. 

An1lu11c1ic 
Mean 

1.20Et00 

l.OOE+OO 

1.IIEtOI 

3.74Et02 

Numhc1 
S1J11tlarJ of 
I >c\'ialll!!!..__ RM Eh .•. _S~!l)li_k~ 

NA NA 

NA NA . ·--- -· --·----
5.IC,EtOO 

9.171:t02 

2.14E10t 

2.21E+03 

Ill 

10 

N11111hc1 
of F1cq11ct1l'Y 

I lc!CCIS or I )clccltull 

I 0 

10 

IOO'!·i, 

IOO'!i, 

100% 

JOO% 

INl:EI. 
Baclg1 uu1111' 

1_ 111g ·~_g 11r_r.~1!.ltl 

I .44E t ()() 

I -lOEtllO 

NA 

NA 

Numhl'I 111 
s.,mpll·, 

< i1 call'I lhan 
Back1n1111nd - ~-

(I 

() 

:'\:A 

NA 

,\11al,11(al ll'aulb a,c lrnm ,ampk, n1lk,·1cd lr11111 ll1r1:c hnr111gs 111,1alkJ durmg 1hc Ol I J-1 J RI Rc,ulb a1c i>"" 1dc<I III App .. n,11, < i ol the< )l J l I J l{I I , l'a11 ,\ 1111 ll -II l l'1'17h> ;11
11

111t,· 
I 1{1:-. I l;11ah.ht' 

:-..,111plt·, \\t'lt' a11aly1cd lin ( 'I I' l\lctJI, .1111l l{m)111l11g1,·al ( '11n,111uc11h < l11ly lhu,c cu11,111ucnls lhal IH'IC 1dcnlllinl ah11w 1.k1cc111111 111111b m lhc ,ampk, a1t· ,h11,,11 111 lh,· lahlc ,.,, q11 111
1 

ch,· 
1111111"111~ (1111,11111.:111, \\Inch''"'" <lc1,·,·t,·d hut ,uc 11111 co11s1tkrcd tn he 111,·,,·111 at hazardous con.:cn1ra111111, Al. I ·a. h,. l'llg. K anti Na 

h I Ii,· I{\ II , 1111,·,111,a111111 " iii,· 'l:'i'!., upp,·, , ah"· h,1',·d 1111 lhc ,·111pu1ral rule ('lo\".,111 1hr llll.'asurc111cnb ht: l'llhm 11,11 ,1:11111.,11) d,·, 1"11"'" 111 1lwir 111ca111 

,· I Ir,· I:'. 11 I h." kg111u11d , 1111.:cn11 Jl11111, ll'p1,·,l'III lh,· 11:\"" upp,·r n111lidr11(c h11111 (lfoud cl al. fll1l5 J 

1.\,,11 IC,d I I he .,11:II) le""' 11lrn11i'1nl 1111l11: '"111pk hul lhi: 1111111,·11ral rnult Illa} uot h,· .i,·,rnalc 

1 l<.1111 I Ii,· " ""' ",1atis11,·ally 1'•"111, cal th,· •1:-;•:., ,·un i'uknrc Ind and 1, .:011scdi:1<·d lo he an cst11na1cJ 4ua11111y. 

II lh-,·.111.ll;i.-1q>111t,·,l1ah1c"' l{Jll,hu1 ·11>1 

I' :-..1111pk .111JI\," h)· 1ndu,·111cly .:ouplcd plJ,ma ah11111.: ,·1111ss1un ,pc.:t1u,rupy 

N,\ N111 .,pph, .,hk 

Hl\11 R,·.1,1111.,hl, Ma,1n111m I·~ 11,urc 

• • 
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Radionuclide activities were still above background levels at that depth; however, COPC actmties 
decrease with depth. The areal extent of the site is 208 m2 (2,240 ft"). The total estimated contammated 
soil volume 1s l.140 m3 (40,390 ft\ · ~ 

5.3.3.9 CPP-03 (Temporary Storage Area Southeast of CPP-603). Site CPP-03 is a 
temporary storage area southeast of CPP-603 that was used to store old and abandoned equipment. most 
of which was radioactively contaminated. The area was decommissioned in the late 1970s and all stored 
material was boxed and sent to the RWMC for disposal. Contaminated soil was removed, boxed and sent 
to the RWMC. and the area was covered with 28 cm ( l l in.) of .. cold" soil. Subsequently, 9.175 m3 

(12,000 yd3
) of contaminated soil excavated from the Tank Farm was stockpiled at the site before bun al 

m three trenches located in the northeast comer of the INTEC. 

Radiological field surveys in the area have indicated surface activity levels above background at 
various locations at the site. Three boreholes in the area were drilled to 3.0 m (10 ft) bgs in locations 
where high surface activities were observed. Samples were collected and submitted for radionuclide 
analysis. Summary sampling results statistics are provided in Table 5-12. The COPCs include Cs-137 
and Sr-90. Cesium-13 7 is the primary COC, with contamination detected from the surface to about 1.2 rn 
( 4 ft) bgs. The areal extent of contamination is estimated at 6;970 m2 (75,000 ft2

), and the estimated 
volume of contaminated soil is 8,364 m3 (300,000 ft\ 

5.3.3.10 CPP-67 (CPP Percolation Ponds #1 and #2). Site CPP-67 consists of two unlined 
service waste percolation ponds. The ponds receive service wastewater consisting primarily of cooling 
water and condensed steam generated by various INTEC operations. INTEC wastewater that contains 
only traces of radioactivity (or none at all) passes through the service waste system. The waste consists 
primarily of cooling water and steam condensates. This waste activity is monitored before being 
discharged to SWP-1 or SWP-2. There are three main service waste systems at INTEC: ( 1) the easts1de 
system, (2) the westside system, and (3) the CPP-604 PEW process condensate monitor/shutdown system. 
Figure 1-5 shows the relative location of the ponds. which are fenced to exclude entry oflarge wildlife 
and unauthorized personnel. Table 5-13 shows summary sampling results statistics for CPP-67. 

SWP-1 is located outside the south INTEC security fence, southeast ofCPP-603 and was 
established in 1984. The pond is approximately 125.0-m (410-ft) long in the east.;west direction and 
146.3 m (480 ft) in the north-south direction and approximately 5.5-m {18-ft) deep. The pond was 
excavated in gravelly alluvium that is approximately 7.6- to 9. 1-m (25- to 30-ft) thick and is underlain by 
basalt, which locally outcrops in the pond. 

The SWP-2 is located outside the south INTEC security fence, southeast of CPP-603. The SWP-2 
was established in 1985 when it became apparent that the infiltration capacity of SWP-1 had decreased . . 
and water levels began to rise. The pit bottom is approximately 152.4-rn (500-ft) square and 3 to 4 m 
( 12 to 14 ft) deep. The pit was excavated in gravelly alluvium approximately 6 to 11 m (20 to 35 ft) 
thick. underlain with basalt. Basalt outcrops m the comer of SWP-2. The pond is designed to 
accommodate continuous disposal of approximately 11.4 M L (3 M gal) of water per day. 

RCRA clean-closure equivalency was achieved for metals contamination in Pond SWP- l in Apnl 
1994 and Pond SWP-2 in May 1995: therefore. only radionuclide contamination was assessed as part of 
the WAG 3 Rl!BRA. Site CPP-67 is considered to be a significant source of the perched water beneath 
the southern portion of the INTEC. 

5-33 
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Table 5-12. Summary samphng results stat1st1cs for soil contaminants at Site CPP-03.3 

Soil Concentration 
(pC'i/g f radmnuclide)) - ____ ., .. __ 

Number of 
Number Number INEEL Samplt:s 

Arithmetic Standard of · of Frequency Background' Greater than 
( 'u11tamman1s Minimum Maximum Mean Deviation RMEb Samples Detects of Detection (mg/kg or pCi/g) Background 

Cs-137 2.53E-OI 6.16E+OI l.89E+Ol 2.46E+Ol 6.SIE+ol 9 7 78% 8.20E-OI 7 

Sr-90 l.60E+OI 4.39E+OI J 3.00E+Ol l.97E+Ol 6.94E+Ol 2 2 100% 4.90E-Ol 3 
····----· 
<iross Alpha O.OOEtOO 7.24E+OO 3.57E+OO 3.25E+OO l.OIE+Ol 9 4 44% NA NA 

< iross Beta 3.02E+OO l.67E+02 4.68E+Ol 6.76E+Ol l.82Et02 9 6 67% NA NA 

a NOi i:. 

• 1>uphca1e sample results were not included m the stat1st1cal analysis . 

• Analytrcal results are from samples cnllecled from three borings installed during the OU J-09 Track 2 lnvesugallon. Results are provided in the Fmal Prehmmary Scoping Track 2 
Summary Report For Operable Umt OU 3-09 (I.ITCO 1995b) and Appendix G of the OUJ-13 RIIFS Pan A (DOE-ID 1997b). 

• 
• 

Sclecled samples wc:n: also analy.ted for Cu-57. ('o-60, f.u-152, Eu-I 54, Eu-155 and K-40. This data is nut shown because concentrations were below dctectrun limits 

Sample:~ rcJec1cd because of an unacceptablt: qualily control parameter were not included in the !able . 

h The RME concenlrauon 1s lhe 1)5% upper value based on the empirical rule (95o/.ofthe measurements lie within two standard deviations oftheir mean) . 

.: rhe INEEI. background cunccnlrauuns n:presenl 1he 95% up,per confidence limit (Rood ct al. 1. 995). 

J - <.)ue~llnnable I.C.'S recovery or analyucal yield. 

N,\ - Nol applicable 

KMl· - Reasonable Maximum bposure. -- ·----· -------

• • • . .. 



• • • 
Table 5-13. Summary sampling results statistics for soil contaminants at Site CPP-67.a 

Soil Concentration 
(mg/kg [nonradionuclide} or pCi/g [radionuclide}) 

!NEEL Number of 
Number Number Frequency Background' Samples 

Arithmetic Standard of of of (mg/kg or Greater than 
( ·ontaminants Minimum Maximum Mean Deviation RMEb Samples Detects Detection pCi/g) Background 

·-· --·-·--·-··-·-
Ag 2.IOE-01 BJ 1.80E+OI J 2.91E+OO 3.84E+OO l.06E+OI 87 34 39% 0.00E+OO 34 

As l.20E+OO B l.38E+OJ 4.52E+OO 2.17E+OO 8.86E+OO 99 98 99% 5.80E-t00 24 

Ba 3.21E+OI 4.00E+02 1.44E+02 8.40E+OI 3.12E+02 92 92 100% 3.00E+02 4 

Be 3.00E-01 J 8.JOE-01 5.61E-Ol l.62E-OI 8.85E-Ol 67 8 12% l.80E-t00 0 

Cd 4.20E-01 B 1.12E+OI J.82E+OO 2.14E+OO 6.IOE+OO 100 65 65% 2.20Et00 9 

Co 1.70E+OO B 1.00E+OI 4.82E+OO l.83E+OO 8.48E+OO 66 46 70% I.IOE+OI 0 

Cr 3.60E-t00 NJ I .08E+02 2.35E+OI l.90E+01 6. ISE+OI 99 95 96% 3.30E-t01 15 

Cu 8.60E-t00 J l.49E+02 J 2.43E+OI 2.06E+OI 6.SSE+OI 66 66 100% 2.20E+OI 22 
VI Ilg 9.00E-02 l.26E+02 J l.26E+OI 2.76E+01 6.78E+OI 81 66 81% 5.00E-02 66 I ,..,_, 
VI Ph 3.90Et00 J I .95E+OIJ 8.49E+OO 3.33E+OO 1.52E+Ol 98 88 90% l.70E-t01 l 

Mn 3.86E+OI EJ 3.59E+02 EJ l.23E+02 7.12E+01 2.65E+02 59 59 100% 4.90E+02 0' 

N1 6.90Et00 2.83E+OI 1.5 IE+OI 5.37E+OO 2.58E+Ol 67 67 100% 3.SOE+OI 0 

Sb 3.60E-OI B 6.90E+OO B 1.42E+OO 2.42E+OO 6.26E+OO 56 7 13% 4.80Et00 I 

Sc 1.00E-01 BJ 8.00E-01 J 3.88E-OJ 2.71E-Ol 9.JOE-01 100 8 8% 2.20E-OI 4 

Th 2.JOE-01 8 2.IOE-01 B 2.IOE-01 O.OOE+OO 2.IOE-01 57 I 2% 4.30E-OI 0 

V 5.60Et00 3.63E+OI N 1.53E+OI 5.66E+OO 2.66E+OI 67 67 100% 4.50Et01 0 

Zn 2.44Et01 NJ l.02E+02 J 4.77E+OI 1.74E+ol 8.25E+OI 67 67 100% I.SOE+02 0 

Cyanide l.20E-OI 8 5.20E-01.J 2.90E-01 2.07E-01 7.04E-OI 65 3 5% NA NA 
I. 

Sulfide 5.40E-OI l.57E-t01 8.JOE+OO 5.20E+OO l.85E+OI JO 10 100% NA NA 

2-Butanone 7.00E-03 J 9.00E-03 1 8.00E-03 l.4JE-03 1.08E-02 33 2 6% NA NA 

Ai:c.:tonc 5.00E-IU J 9.IOE-02B 2.39E-02 2.99E-02 8.37E-02 7 33 21% NA NA 

lkll/l'lll' I .001:-0.l J 1.00E-03 J I.OOE-03 NA NA 33 3% NA NA 
b1s(2-
l·1hylhc,yl)- .u,or-02 J J.701: t()() 1.31 Ei 00 1.761.:-tOO 4.83E 100 29 .5 17% NA NA 

\·\ ' 



Table 5-13. (contmued). 

Soil Concentration 
(mg/kg [nonrad1onuchde) or pCi/g [radionuchde]) 

INEEI. Number of 
Number Number Frequency Background' Samplt!s Arithmetic Standard of of of (mg/kg or Greater than Contaminants Minimum Maximum Mean Deviation RMEb Samples Detects Detection pCi/g) U~~-kground piiifialate 

Butylbcnzyl-
phthalarc 4.00E-02 J l.40Et00 6.12E-OI 6.75E-OI 1.96E+OO 29 4 14% NA NA 
( ·arbon Disulfide l.40E-02 1.40E-02 l.40E-02 NA NA 33 3% NA NA 
(. 'h lorobenzene I.OOE-03 J I.OOE-03 J I.OOE-03 NA NA 33 3% NA NA 
Di-n-
butylphthalate 3.BOE-02 J I.JOE-01 J 8.92E-02 4.74E-02 l.84E-OI 29 5 17% NA NA 
Diethyl-phthalate 4.IOE-02 J 4.IOE-02 J 4.IOE-02 NA NA 29 I 3% NA NA 
Methylene 
Chloride 2.00E-03 J 2.40E-02 J 9.63E-03 7.44E-03 2.45E-02 33 8 24% NA NA V, 
Pentachloro-I 

w 
3.70E-OI J 3.70E-OI J 3.70E-OI NA NA 29 3% °' phenol NA NA 

Toluene l .OOE-03 J l .OOE-03 J I.OOE-03 NA NA 33 3% NA NA 
Trichloroethane 1.00E-03 J I.OOE-03 J l.OOE-03 NA NA 33 I 3% NA NA 
Am-241 8.00E-02 J 7.80E+OO 6.3 IE-01 l.46E+OO 3.55E+OO 53 27 51% I.IE-02 27 
Cc-144 4.00E-01 l.50E+OO 9.23E-OI 5.52E-Ot 2.03E+OO 58 3 5% NA NA 
('o-60 l.60E-OI 2.35E+OO 5.99E-OI 6.43E-Ot l.89Et00 58 12 21% NA NA 
Cs-134 1.SOE-01 3.50E+OO l.50E+OO 9.23E-OI 3.35E+OO 58 23 40% NA NA 
Cs-13:' 1.00E-01 l.80E+02 4.06E+OI 4.67E+Ol l.34Et02 58 43 74% 8.2E-01 35 
Eu-154 2.80E-OI 4.00E+OO l.63E+OO l.26E+OO 4.15E+OO 38 7 18% NA NA 
11-3 6.IOE-01 J 6.IOE-01 J 6.IOE-01 NA NA 10 10% NA NA 
1-129 l.46Et00 3.70Et00 1 2.50E+OO 9.67E-OI 4.43Et00 20 4 20% NA NA 
Np-237 6.30E-OI l.63E+OO l.12E+OO 2.90E-OI 1.70Et00 IO 10 100% NA NA 
l'u-2JX 9.00E-02 J.04E+Ol 6. IOEtOO 7.50Et00 2.IIE+OI 53 36 68% 4.90E-03 36 
l'u-2.l9. 240 5.00E-02 2.07E tOO 5.49E-OI 5.43E-Ol 1.MEtOO 5.~ 22 42% l.OOE-01 21 
R 11- I oc, I 401: ,oo 5.97E 100 3.45E t 00 191Et00 7.27E+OO 58 7 12'X, NA NA 

• • • 
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• Table 5-13. (continued). 
•• 

Soil Concentration 
(mg/kg (nonradionuclidej or pCi/g [radionuclide!) 

( 'ontammanls 

Sb-125 

Sr-90 

ll-234 

ll-B5 

lJ-2J5/236 

l l-238 

Y-90 

Minimum 

3.IOE-01 

l.20E-OI 

O.OOE+oO 

7.00E-02 

l.OOE-01 

9.00E-02 

l.lOE-01 

Maximum 

5.IOE+OO 

l.63E+OI 

2.75E+OO 

7.00E-02 

t.OOE-01 

2.60E+OO 

l.20E+OO 

Arithmetic Standard 
Mean Deviation 

l.76E+OO l.73E+OO 

2.07E+OO 3.73E+o0 

9.98E-01 5.12E-Ol 

7.00E-02 NA 
I.OOE-01 NA 
8.92E-01 4.37E-Ol 

4.04E-Ol 4.0SE-01 

RMEb 

5.22E+OO 

9.53E+OO 

2.02E+OO 

NA 
NA 

1.77E-t00 

l.21E+OO 

Number 
of 

Samples 

58 

54 

53 

43 

10 

54 

l l 

Number 
of 

Detects 

8 

24 

53 

50 

7 

Gross Alpha 34 7.70E+OO 7JOE+Ol 2.85E+Ol l.78E+Ol 6.41E+Ol 34 

Oro~~~ « 1.19E+OI l.63E+02 4.80E+Ol 3.27E+ol l.13E+02 44 
a NOTE: 

• l>uphcale ,ample resuhs were nol mcludcd in the statistical analysis. 

• 
!NEEL Number of 

Frequency Background" Samples 
of · (mg/kg or Greater than 

Detectior1 pCi/g) Background 

14% NA NA 
44% 4.90E-01 20 

100% IA4E-t00 6 

2% NA NA 
10% NA NA 
93% l.4E-t00 4 

64% NA NA 

100% NA NA 

100% NA NA 

• Analy11cal results are from samples c,illected from during 1991-92 by Golder Associates. Analytical results used to develop this table were taken from the WINC'O Track I I>ec1s1on Document 
!'adage Oil 3-03, SIie C'Pl'-67, <'PP Percolalion Ponds #I and #2 (WINCO, 1994}, Appendix G of the OUJ-13 RIIFS Part A (DOE-ID, 1997b) and from the f:RIS database. 

• ( Inly those cunslltuenL, 1hat were 1denulied above detection limits are shown in the table except for the following constituents which were detected but are not considered 10 be present at 
ha,ardou, rnnccntrallons: Al, C ·a, Fe, Mg, Kand Na. 

• Samples 1e3cctcd because nf an unacceptable quality control parameter are not included m the table 

h ·1 he RM I· wnccnlrauon 1s lhc 95% upper value based im lhe empincal rule (95o/o0f 1he measurements he wilhm two standard dev1a1ions of 1he1r mean). 
(. The INU:I. background concenlrauons reprcsem the 95% upper confidence limit (Rood et al. 1995). 

ll - 'Ilic analyle reported value 1s < RDI ., bul " IDI. 
I· 0 The reported value is es11111a1ed because of the presence of interference. 

J =- The analyte was 1dcnlllied m 1he sample but rhe numencal result may not be accurate. 

N · Spiked sample recovery was nol w11h111 the control hmits. 
S . The reported value was dctemuncd by the method of standard additions. 

NA , N,11 applicable 

R~_!{easonahle Marnnum l:xposure. 

. ..... 



Based on the investigative results. the zone of contamination for SWP-1 is estimated to be about 
1.8 m (6.0 ft) thick, and extends from the surface to 1.8-m (6.0-ft) bgs. Based on the dimensions of 
SWP-1. the volume of contaminated soil beneath SWP-1 was estimated to be 32,922 m3 

( 1.180,800 ft 3
). 

Based on the investigative results, the zone of contamination for SWP-2 is assumed to be l .8-rn 
(6.0-ft) thick, and extends from the surface to 1.8-m (6.0-ft) bgs. This depth is based on the decrease in 
radionuclide COPCs with depth, and the low activities measured in deeper samples. Based on the 
dimensions of the pit, the volume of contaminated soil beneath the pit was estimated to be 14,8 !4 m3 

(1,500,000 ft3). 

5.3.3.11 CPP-34 A/8 (Soil Storage Area). Site CPP-34 is a soil storage trench in the northeast 
comer of the INTEC. The area is 4,366 m2 (47,000 ft2). In 1984, radionuclide-contaminated so.ii at levels 
up to 30 mR/hr was removed from a pile east ofCPP-603 and disposed of in the trench. The soil was 
originally excavated from Site CPP-33. Contaminants included nitric acid and radionuclides, including 
Cs-137, U-234, U-238, Np-237, Sr-90, and Pu-238. Table 5-14 shows summary sampling results 
statistics for CPP-34. Based on the investigative results, the primary COCs at this site are Cs-13 7 and Sr-
90. The zone of contamination assumed for this site is from Oto 6.1 m (0 to 20 ft). The volume of 
contaminated soil was estimated to be 20,912 m3 (738,500 ft3

). An average width of the trench (10.7 m 
[35 ft]) was used to calculate soil volumes, as the width of the trench varied from 13.7 to 7.6 m (45 to 
25 ft). 

5.3.3.12 CPP-13 (Release from Solid Storage Cyclone NE of CPP-633). Site CPP-13 
resulted from an air release of calcined, radioactively-contaminated waste. Site CPP-13 is located on an 
earthen berm covering underground storage Bin Set 3 which contains calcined high-level radioactive 
waste (WINCO 1993c). While attempting to clear a restriction in the solid storage cyclone (WC-912) on 
October 26, 1976, the cyclone became overpressurized and blew contaminated granular solids into the air. 

The release contaminated the roof of building CPP-747, located on the top of the concrete-vaulted 
storage bin and the berm area northeast of building CPP-747. Subsequent cleanup efforts were successful 
m decontaminating the top of building CPP-747. Surface soil from the bin set area contains radioactivity 
levels rangmg between 800 and 3,000 counts per minute ( cpm). The contamination over the berm area 
was left in place and covered with approximately 0.15 m (6 in.) of clean soil. Summary sampling results 
statistics for soil contaminants are given in Table 5-15. 

The zone of contamination at CPP-13 is assumed to extend throughout the estimated 7.6-m (25-ft) 
high berm to approximately 0.8 m (2.5 ft) below the base of the berm (original ground surface). The area 
ofCPP-13 is estimated at 366 m2 (3,949 ft2

). 

5.3.3.13 CPP-19 (CPP-603 to -604 Line Leak). This site resulted from a 1978 release of7.570 L 
(2.000 gal) of radionuclide-contaminated liquid that leaked from an underground waste transfer line 
between CPP-603 and WL-102 in CPP-604. The waste transfer line was constructed of 304 stamless steel 
that reduced from a 3.81- to 3.18-cm (1-1/2- to l-l/4-in.) diameter line and ran for 530 m (0.33 mi) at a 
depth of approximately 1.5 m (5 ft) bgs. The major area of contamination was estimated at the time to be 
approximately 10 m1 (108 ft2

) on the surface. The waste transfer line was abandoned m place after the 
leak was discovered. Table 5-16 shows summary sampling results statistics for soil contaminants for 
C'PP-19. 

~umerous rad1onuclides were identified as COPCs for Site CPP-19. Cesium-137. Sr-90. and 
isotopes of europium are the most widespread and are found at the highest activity levels. These CO PCs 
range nr activity as high as 408.000 pCi/g for Cs-137 at bormg CPP-19-2 drilled at the site of the releasr.:. 

5-38 
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Table 5-14. Su1111n;11: "amphng n:,ults ~tat,~111.: .... for soil contaminants at S!IL' ( 'l'l'-J-l: -

----·"· . _ .. _________________ 
Soil ( '011n·ntra11011 

( 1111: hf t11onr~d~.1_!!lllCIJl!L' j lll p( '1'g et11on~~Jell_ .. 

Numhl.'1 of Number Number INHI. Samples /\ rnhmctic Standard of or l·Jl'ljllL'IIL'Y Backgro111llt'· ( ireatcr than 
< '011ta1111nant~ l\lm1111um Max1r.H!,!!!!__ .. Mean Dcv1a1ion RMI:" .. ___§~1~1plcs ·- .~l_l'CI~ . of I >etcction ( Ill g~k _g ~.'.Jl( : ''.lll B:11:kcrnund 

·---- --------. 
·---. ----to.: -· 

:\_;! I 1JOEtOO 2.501: I 0() 2.20Et00 4.24E-01 3.05Et00 20 2 JO% 0.001: I()() 2 :\, I 501: I()() 7.101:tOO .1.%Et00 l.86Ei00 7.68Et00 20 20 10/n·i, 5.XOF tOO -t lt1 ).281: ,01 2 .3% t 02 1.07E t 02 4.87Et01 2.04Et02 20 20 100% 3.001: I ()1 (I lk :\OOl·-01 5.001:-0 I 5.001:-0 I NI\ NA 2 50'X, 1.801·. •00 () Cd <, 001 :-0 I I (HIE i 00 7.801:-0 I 2.0SE-01 I. I 91: 1()0 20 5 25% 2.201: I()() () ( ·, 
I) IOI·. I 00 2.801:iOI 1.531:101 4.12E+OO 2.351:tOI 20 20 I OO'Y., .UOI: ,01 (I ( ·o _I (101: I 00 7.(101:i 00 5.(101:-100 2.83E+OO 1.13Et01 2 2 100% 1.IOl:tOI () 

. ,, 
< ·u I 271: tOI 1.711:101 1.491: t O I 3.11 E+OO 2.111:,01 2 1 100% 2.201·., 0 I 0 

' •,, 
..::: 

2 .(101: I ()(I I .1JJHOO 3.72E-01 . 2.67Et00 15 1.'i JOO'X, NA NA 

I· l1111ndt·. I .101: t ()() 

IIµ 1.0111 ·.-0 I li.001:-0 I \50!:-01 3.54E-01 I .0(1E I 00 20 1 I O'X, 5.001:-02 2 :\ I 11 l.!%102 2Nll:102 I <)-ti: t 02 I.OoE 102 4.0<,E 102 2 2 I 00% -l.90(: I 02 () ~I U II: di! 2.(101: I() I 1.%1:tOI 9.12Et00 3.781:+0I 2 1 100% 3.501-., o I (I ('h .1.0(W100 l.32E102 1.-t IE f()I 2.81Et01 7.0JE·tOJ 20 20 100% l.701-, Of 1 Sl· 7.001:-01 7.00E-01 7.001:-0 I 0.00E+OO 7.00E-01 20 5%, 2.201:-01 Sulfide 2.IXEtOI 8.141:tOI 3.95Et01 2.46Et01 8.87E+OI 5 .s 100% Ni\ NA \' 1.72Et01 2.21FtOI l.97E-tOJ 3.4oE tOO 2.66E-t01 2 2 100% 4 . .'iOI·., 0 I () In :l.71 f:;()J 8.951·: 1 0 I <i..l3E t O I 3.71E101 l.38Et02 2 2 IOO'Y., I . .'iOI·., 02 () his ( 2-l'lilyllw.xl) 
ph,ilatc 4.hOl,'.-11 I (1.21,i:.01 5.-101:-0 I I.1.11:-0 I 7 .661.:-0 I 20 2 I()".;, N..\ NA ( ·, 1.17 I I 01·. 1 ()() 2 ll!JI· I fl_\ .1 %1: 102 6.1.W ,01 1.(121: t 0.1 20 lh XO''.., X.2111· Ill I<, :\ ) '') 70111:-0I 711()1·.111 '/ 001:-11 I Ni\ NA 20 

·" f ~ IJ :\:\ NA 

. 11 - '. 



Table 5-14. (n,11111111'-"lh 

·-·--···----
S111l C 

0

11lll"l"lllrnl11111 

1 llli; 1-.i:: Lm1111ad11111~d1~EJ III J'' \~ L1ad111111!':!!~ili 

Numhcr 
l\ml1111c1ic S1a11daid 

N11111hL0 I of 
Number INl+L Sampk·:. 

( ·u11ta111111;1111:. 
or 

~lllllllllllll Max!!!tum __ . Mean lk\'1a1ton RME" .~am_e)~-. 
or F1cq111:11cy I JackJ:!1111111d' < i1 l".lll"I than 

l>clcct:. uf Dc!~£~'!'11 
1'11 2 .is 

Si 1)(1 

1:.2q 

__ , ~x 

;o NO 11 

• oA A·-·- ... 

:i I 01: 1 (I() 5. IOE 1 ()() 5.101: tOO NI\ NI\ 20 
'-!!!!:.:kg or p~ '.![g) • ! ladg1111111d ·--- -

s·-~ .. 4.IJOl:-03 
I (101: I 00 6.IIOE ~03 8.13E Hl2 I A% t 03 3.7% 103 20 I IJ 1)5':i, 4.901:-0 I 17 
I 101-.t 00 2.50I: 1(1() l.47E1UU 4.40E-01 2.351: 100 20 8 40% I A--1 2 
I OOl· •110 2.!iOE 100 1.71Et00 <>ASl:-01 J.OOE tOO 20 -·· - _,_ --·-· 9 45'!-;, IA 5 

I l11pl11 .11.- ,,1111pk 1<·,1111, 1\l·1,· 11111 mdudc,hn lhc ,1a11,11cal analy,1, 

.o\11.il111, :1l 1,·"1h, :uc 1111111,J111plc, l'nllc,tc,l lrom four hrnml;!S 111,tallcd durmg lhc l'J'ltl ( ,11ldcr """•·rate, h11,·,11gat11111 (l inlokr :\"11c1at.:, I 'NO) lk,ult, arc I""' hkd 111 1lr,· 1 ,11Jd,·r ,
111

,1 """' ,.,,,., , <'I"" 1 .111.J 111 .\pp,·,hh, ti 11f rlr,· 1 >I I.\- I .I I{ I 'I s J•ar 1 ,\ (I>< Jl,.JI > 19117h J 

Sck,tl'll ,.1111111,·, 11<·1,· :m.il~1.-d 1111 111111J!arm·,.1a,hll1111d1,lc,. a f111l ,u11c of\'()(\, SV< I(\, llll;!a1111d1l111111.: pc,11.:uk,, I'< ·ii-. h.:rlHl'ldc, aml dn,,111, I )111~· lh11,c ,<111\l1111rnh 1h.,1 "' ,,. 
rd.-111111,·d ;1h111,· d,·1,·,·11,111 1111111> a1c ,h,mn m th.: lahk C\CCJll for 1h.: liillnwm!! <'nn,11111.:111, \\hr.-11 \\CIC d.:1,·,·1,·d hur all' 11111 <·n11>1d.:1<·d 1t1 he pr,,sc111 al hJ1a1d11u, r1111,,·111r.111o,11, :\I. 1 ·a. 
!'.1r." ·""' :-.., 

SJ111pl,·, 1,·1,·, lnl l•,·,.11"' ul .,11 1111J,·ll·p1:1hk qualrl~ ,111111111 p.11a11i.·k1 \\ere n11t md1nkd m rho· tJhlr 

h 1, ... ICl.11 .-1111.-,·1111.1111111 "1lr,· •,, .... 11ppc1 \Jluc ha,cd 1111 th,· c111p111l'JI nrk t'l:\",,11 the 111ea~111c111<·111, he ,,rrhm '"" ,1:111dard d,·, 1a111111, 111 1h,·11 mean 1 

1111 l!\I I I h;Khµ1111111d .. ,11 .. ·1111.,11 .. 11, 'l"l"'-'"'lll lhc 'Vi" .. 11pp,·1 cnnlldrn,,· h11111 (Rnod cl al l')')~J 

"'" 

• • • 
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Table 5-15. S~1111111a1 y sampling 11.:-,ult_~ :!a11-;11c:-. for !>OIi con1a1111na11ts at Site CPP-1 J.J -·---···--

Sotl ( 1lllct'llll.llIOII ---·----... -- ·-------··--· -· 
(_1111; ~g l•!~1ad111~!.u~·l1dl'j 1~11< ·r_g_liai!!~~hdtl! 

Numht'r or Nu111bt'r Numht'r ht'tjllt'IICY I:\ 1:1:1. Samplt'~ Anil1111t'lic Standard of of of llad,:'round' < irt'ah:r 1h;.i11 
( \1111a111111a111-, Minimum .. Max111n1111 _____ Mean ____ Deviation RM Eb -·· San~s lktcc1s lktl'ction . l~~1g kg i,r P<.'!1D Backl.!rnt1111t -- . ----· ·--~ A-, S.JOI: HlO BP X . .101:, 00 P 6.301: 100 l.02E t 00 8.34E•OO 7 7 I OO'lu 5}i01: I 00 4 Ba 7.581:tOI P J.1.~J· I 02 p 8.9JEtOI l..1%101 l.17Et02 7 7 IOO% .I.IHll: 102 0 lk J.XOl:-0 I Bl' S.301· -o I BP 4361:-01 5.1.\1:-02 5.391:-0 I 7 7 row,. I .XO!: 1 00 (l ( ·11 -I. I 01: t 00 Bl' S.(1111·. · oo Bl' 4.ull:tOO S. 701:-0 I 5.75Et00 7 7 l()W;, IIOl·.•01 {) ('1 l.1<11:tOI P 1.711··011' 1.371:tOI 2.251:, 00 1.82Et01 7 7 I 00'/u .\ 301: 1 0 I 0 ('u 1201: 101 JP 1.741: I() I JP 1.42Et01 2.011:t()() l.82E·t01 7 7 100% 2.201: t O I () II:" 1 .. WE-01 i>. HWO I 4.40E-01 4.14E-Ol I .27E·t00 7 3 4J'!., S.OOl:-02 ' ' 

,.,, 
i\111 1.JIJl:102 JP 2.S71:,o2 JI' 1.821: ,02 4.07E t 01 2.C,3E t 02 7 7 100% 4.<)()J: I 02 0 

I 
.j.... 

1\1 141 J: I 01 p I. 'J7 l:i o I I' I.S7E·t0I 2.2.W-100 2.02E-10t 7 7 100% .\.SOI·. I (I I (I l'h (1.JIII: I()() p J..~lJl:•OI I' X.46Et00 2.SIEtOO 1.35EtOJ 7 7 100% I 701: till () Sl' (1.801:-0 I UP •>.<,Ol:-01 Bl' X.40E-Ol 1.24E-Ol 1.09E100 7 4 571
~·;, 2. 201:-0 I ..j \' l.<>'>l:tOI I' 2.<,SI: 1 o I I' 2.1 IEtOI JJ4E 1 ()() 2.78E+Ol 7 7 I 00''.., 4.501: I ()j () /11 3.X•ff Io I I' 8.SIJE 1 0 I I' 4.99EHll l.<1-tJ::;01 8.27EiOI 7 7 100% I .SOL t 02 (J /r 7 501:tOO P 1.2.11: t O I I' l.06E+OI 1.571:tOO l.37E10J 7 7 I 00" ;, NA N:\ < ·o. (Ill 4.901:-01 9.001.:-01 6.95E-01 2.90E-Ol 1.28Et00 7 2 29'/u NA NA ( 's-1 q 6.001:-0 I 6.00E-01 6.00E-01 NA NA 7 14'};, NA NA < 's-117 8.001:-02 4.631:tOJ 1.21 Ei 03 2.04E+03 5.29E+03 7 7 100% X.201:-01 (1 h1- I .~-t 2.201: tOI .l.lot:101 2.(,SE tOJ <d<,Hoo 3.IJ2E-10t 7 2 29'!;, NA NA S1 'HI -1.701:t(J() -I 181:tOJ l.37Et03 I .IJ3E-i 0.1 5.2.H:tOJ 5 s J()(J"u 4 ')Ol:-0 I 5 I,· 'J'J 'J.ooi:.o I }. 701: I()() l.(171-:100 9.2%:-o I J . .531: t()(J ..j 3 7)11

11 N:\ \::\ 

....... 1 
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Table 5-15. (conlmuc<l). 

Soil Concentration 
(mg/kg (nonradionuclide] or pCi/g [rad1onudidej) 

Number of 
Number Number Frequency INEEL Samples 

Arithmetic Standard of of of Backgroundc Greater than 
Contammants Minimum Maximum Mean Deviation RMEb Samples Detects Detection (mg/kg or pCi/g) Background 

'-··----
Cimss Alpha 4 15 8.03E+OO 3.72E+OO I.SSE t-01 7 7 100% NA NA 

<iross Beta 27 7950 l.99E+03 3.35E+03 8.69E+03 7 7 100% NA NA 
·--------" 
u NOTI: 

• l>uphcate sample results were not included in the statistical analysis 

• Anulyucal re)ulls are from samples collected from three borings installed during the OU 3-13 RI. Results are provided in Appendix G of the UU3-13 RIIFS Part A (lX>l:·11> 1997b) and lhc: 
ERIS Database · 

• Samples were analyLed for ('LP Met.I ls, zirconium and radiological constituents. Only those constituents that were identified above detection limits arc: shown in the table except for the 
following c11ns11tuents which were detected but are not considered to be present at hazardous c_oncentrations: Al, ('a, Fe, Mg, K and Na . 

• Samples rcJCCh:d because of an unacceptable quality control parameter were not included in the table 

t, 

C 

·1 he RMI: conccntratmn 1s the 95% upper value based on the empirical rule (9So/o0f the measurements lie within two standard deviations of their mean) 

I he INH:1 background cunccntralluns represent the 95% upper confidence limit (Rood et al. 1995). 

J " ( N,m-Rud) The unalyte was identified m the sample but the numerical result may not be accurate. 

B . l'hc anuly1c rcJl<lMCd \'alue 1s < Rl>I., but> 11>1.. 

I' - Sample analysis.by inducuvdy coupled plasma atomic em1ss1on spectroscopy 

NA - Nnt apphcahlc 

RMI· · Reasonable Maximum Exposure. 

• • • 
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Ta~le _5-~ 6. _ ~~u111111.11 y ~a111p~~~1l1-, ~1atbl11.:s for soil 1;011tam111ants at Site ( 'PP-19.·' 

------···---·-- -------. ___ .,---.,_ .'i11il < ·011cL'lllrntio11 
mg·kg_L.111>111ad11111tirl1d~ or Jl~!::g lr~~>nu1:.!!_~kJJ 

----

l\11111hl0 I 111' Numhi:1 INl:1:1. .'i;impln Arithmetic Standard nr Numhcr hL'lJlH.'lll:Y J Ja1:kground' ( ill'.ttl'I thati 
( ·0111a111111allts Minimum _____ Maximum _____ Mean . _____ Deviation RME" Sampk·s __ of I>ete1:ts . ofdcte1:11on _ 

1_ ,n_g__!J-g ~ 1)< :i!lLl. _ Jlad.gr~1~111tl 
··-··-----

i\~ 3. I OE HlO JI' 7 001: • 00 JP 4.651: I 0() 123E HlO 7.I IE100 10 I 0 100'!,, 5.80(: I ()0 Ba 4.451:Hll I' IX41:t021' l.OJE102 -I.ME tOI 1.96E102 10 I 0 100°;. J.OOEt 02 (J lk l .(10!:-0 I I' Cl IIOl:-01 P 4.081:-0 I 1 . .5CJE-O I 7.201:-0 I I 0 10 I 00"" 1.801: t 00 () < ·a 2.IXl:tOJI' 2.,21·.1051' .U.H:tO-l <1.97Et04 1.75E105 JO 10 I 00"" 2.401: 1 0.J 2 ('d UOl:-01 BP 1>.<,0l:-O I BP 4.JJE-0 I 2.1)21:-01 1.021:100 21 IO I()()'! .. 2.201: 1 00 0 ( ·o I. 901-: t 00 BP X 20h 00 BP 4.771: I 0() 2.00E 100 8.77Et00 IO IO 100"., 1.1 OE t 01 () ( ·, 5.1OE100 .IP 2.11.q:,OIP l.54E i(ll 7.451:100 3.0JEtOl 10 JO 100% 3.301: t O I (J 

'.J, 

L ( '11 (1.00L I 00 I' l.<,71:1011' l.25E t O I J.85F 100 2.02E tOI I 0 10 100·1 .. 2.201:101 () 

•,, 

11,i UOl:-0 I UOl:-0 I I. 501:-0 I 0.001: 100 l.50E-OI I 0 I()" . ., 5.00E-02 \!11 1>. I 11: 1 O I I' 2.1>-ll·. dl2 NJI' 1.80E 1 02 6.77Et01 J.15E+02 10 10 100";, .J. I)()): I IJ2 (J '.\1 x -1oi: 1 oo I' 2.h-ll:tOI J> l.<15E 101 5.761:100 2.801:+0I 10 10 100'/i, J.SOE,01 () l'h \x1J1- ,oo JP I.OJI· 101 P h.86): I 0() I .80E tOO l.05Et O I 10 10 10011;, 1.701: t()l 0 Sh :'i.JOl:-01 ll 1' 8.301:-0 I B I' 7.121:-01 I. IJ 1:-0 I 9.38E-Ol 10 () (10" .. -l.801: t ()() (J \' 6.501: 100 Bl' 3.(141:tOI I' 1.1>-lE t O I 1.04Et01 4.02Et01 10 IO I 00" ;, -l.501:tOI () /11 2.211:tOI N.IP 8.601: f()I P -l. 751: 1 0 I 2.00EtOI 8.75E+OI 10 IO I 00'!,;, 1.501: t 02 () :\111-2-l I I .1)7J: I 00 l.97Et00 l.97Et00 NA' NA 3 100% I. I 01:-02 ( ·, l (1() l .'>OE-0 I 2.161:+04 1.081:tO-l I .53E+04 4.14E-t04 21 2 10% NA NA 1·~-1.q 5.00l:-02 (J.!lOE-02 5.501:-02 7.07E-OJ 6. 91 E-02 JO 2 20 11
0 NA NA i ~- r.n (1. OOI ·. -0 2 4.081: I 05 .l.JO(: I ().J 1.181:105 2.701: 1()5 21 12 )7 11
11 X 201-:-0 I I (J I ll · I '-2 I 521·., ()(I X. 7(,1: t 0-l 2. 1)21· I 0-l. 5.061: l(J..j IJOE105 11 3 ~7 11
0 NA \I,\ '" I ~.1 I ·:111·.-0I 5 .. ,:\1.' I (l.j l .. ,-ll· •0-l 2.h71: 10-l frC,XE • 04 21 4 ,., .... 

NA N,\ 
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Table 5-16. 1u11111111h:d1 

S111 I l ·1111n·1111 ;1111111 

111:: 1-.g Ln11111.1d11111111:h1k·J 111 pl "t'g L1admuuchde)) __ _ 

Anth111ct1c Standard 
( '11nta111111,111h 

Eu- I 55 

~ 1111111111111 __ fytaX)!lllllll Mean __ 1>evm111111_., RMEb __ 

I hOl:·O I 9.621·, (I_\ 5.55E10J l.43E Hl4 
Nh-1J:'i <, OOE-02 IJ.OOl·-02 I .:'iJE-02 l.04E-OI 
l'u-2.\') 2.w I -111: 102 1.-111: I 02 NA NA 
St -IJO 2.851:101 1.251: I 05 5.02E-i04 l.27E-t05 

I 7W-02 2.3C>E, ()() I .J4E 1 ()() 3.50E 1 00 

N11111lw1 
of 

S~!!!Pk~ 

21 

IO 

I 0 

5 
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The COPCs were detected at activity levels above background in samples collected just above the 
soil/basalt interface at approximately 9.2 m (3 I ft) bgs. The zone of contamination is assumed to extend 
from the ground surface to the soil/basalt interface. The area of site CPP-19 has been expanded to the 
north, west. and south based on the soil bonng results. The area of Site CPP-19 is estimated to be 306 m2 

(3.300 ft\ 

5.3.3.14 CPP-92 (Soil Boxes West of CPP-1617). This site is a group of 648 boxes of soil 
located west of CPP-1617 that contain soils and debris with low levels of radioactive contamination. The 
0.6 x 1.2 x 2.4 m (2 x 4 x 8 ft) and 1.2 x 1.2 x 2.4 m (4 x 4 x 8 ft) boxes are constructed of 1.9-cm 
(0.75-in.) plywood and are lined with a polyethylene membrane. The soils were generated during various 
INTEC activities. including the Tank Farm upgrade, CERCLA remedial projects, the CPP-603 cleanup, 
excavation for the fire exit from building 604/605 and miscellaneous excavations at INTEC where soil 
contammation was encountered. Most of the boxes contain soil with such low levels of contamination 
that the R WM C w111 not accept the waste for disposal. 

Boxed soil from the excavation for the fire exit from building 604/605 was sampled and analyzed 
for morganics. VOCs, and radionuclides. Sampling results data for the soil generated during the 604i605 
excavation are provided in Table 5-3. 

The CO PCs identified from contaminant screening for the various excavation activities are arsenic, 
Am-241, Cs-134. Cs-137, Co-60, Eu-152, Eu-154, 1-129, Np-237, Pu-238, Pu-239/240, Sr-90, Sb-125. 
U-234, and U-235. VOCs were not detected in the samples. The only inorganics detected above 
background were arsenic at 5.9 mg/kg and mercury at 10.4 mg/kg. Mercury was below the EPA 
Region III risk-based soil concentration of 23 mg/kg residential, noncarcinogenic soil screening level. 
These contaminants are consistent with the types of contaminants contained in the service wastes and 
condensates from the PEW evaporator that have historically included nitric acid, mercury, plutonium . 
cesium. and strontium. 

The soil and debris are contained in polyethylene-lined boxes that have not deteriorated. 
Therefore. it is assumed that significant amounts of contaminated soil have not leaked from the boxes and 
that lateral and vertical contaminant migration from the box staging area have not occurred. Assuming 
that the boxes are 80% full, there is a total of approximately 1,000 m3 (37,000 ft3) of soil in the boxes. 

5.3.3.15 CPP-93 (Simulated Calcine Disposal Trench). This trench was excavated in the early 
to mid- I 960s and was used to dispose of simulated calcine test batches before hot startup of the WCF. 
Ten test batches of solution containing aluminum nitrate, nitric acid, sodium nitrate and boric acid were 
calcined and disposed in the trench. None of the test batches contained radionuclides; however, one test 
batch contained mercuric nitrate. Sampling and analysis identified mercury, aluminum, nitrate/mtrite and 
sodium as contaminants. Table 5-17 shows soil contaminant summary sampling results statistics for 
CPP-93. 

The nonradioactive simulated calcine associated with Site CPP-93 was generated in 1961 and 1962 
durmg testing of building CPP-633 waste calcining equipment and systems before operation with 
high-level rad1oact1ve waste. Historical operator log entries and photographs indicate that several tons of 
simulated -:ale ml! material were disposed in the trench. The trench was approximately 61 m (200 ft) m 
length and 2.4 m (~ It) in width at the bottom, sloping to 4.9 m ( 16 ft) in width at the top. The trench 
contained 1.1 to 1.2 m ( 3.5 to 4 ft) of nonradioactive calcine before being backfilled to grade with 
approximately 1.2 m (4 ft) of topsoil. Based on photographs and operator logs, the trench was used for 
simulated -:ak11w d1:;posal from 1964 through 1966 . 

5-45 



v, 
' ,i.. 

°' 

Table 5-17. Summary sampling results statistics soil contaminants for Site C'PP-93.3 

Soil Concentration 
(mg/kg [ nonrndionuclide)) ·-· .. ., __ 

Number of 
Number INEEI. Samples 

Anthme11c Standard of 
( 'u111a111111a111s Minimum Maximum Mean Deviation RMEb Samples 

Number Frequency Background< Greater than 
of Detects of Detection (mg/kg or pCi/g) Background 

-0 "- .... ~ - -

Al 6.l 1Et03 l.20E+OS 3.97Et04 4.48E-t04 I.29E+05 8 8 100% l.60E+04 3 

Ilg 2.80E+OO l.40E+02 4.43Et01 5.19E+OI 1.48E+02 8 8 100% 5.00E-02 8 

Ni1ra1e!Nitri1e I.OOE+OO 7.49E+Ol 1.66E+OI 2.77E+OI 7.20E+Ol 8 8 100% NA NA 

Na 4.29Et02 B 4.29E+02 B 4.29E+02 NA NA 8 13% 5.20E+02 0 

a NOTE: 

• Duplicalc sample results were not included in lhe slalisucal analysis. 

• Analyucal ,csulls are from samples collected from four borings mslalled durmg the OU 3-13 RI. Results are provided m AppendP( U of thc OI J3-l 3 RI/FS Pan A (DOE-II} 1997b) and 
1hc l'RIS Database. 

h I he RME cnncc111ra11on 1s lhe 95% upper value based on lhe empincal rule (95%ofthe measurements lie wilhin two standard deviations of1he1r mean). 

c I h~ INl:1:1. background cunccntra1ions repre~ent the 95% upper confidence hmll (Rood ct al. 1995). 

II n1c analyte reported value 1s ·~ ROI., but> IDL 

N /\ - Nol apphcahlc 

HMI· = Reasonable Maximum Exposure 
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During the mvestigation more than 60 borings were drilled to define the simulated calcine. 
Because the calcine was easily identified visually only a few samples were collected fqr laboratory 
analysis. The analytical results from borings CPP-93-1 through CPP-93-4 confirm the presence of thin 
layers of simulated calcine material in the vicinity of a trench located southeast of building CPP-603. The 
presence of snntdated calcine material is supported by visual observations in the borings and elevated 
concentrations of mercury, aluminum, nitrate/nitrite, and sodium. The observed calcine was only 3- to 
5-cm (1- to 2-m.) thick. 

Samples of the simulated calcine contain elevated concentrations of mercury, aluminum, 
nitrate/nitrite, and sodium. Concentrations of sodium, nitrate/nitrite, and aluminum appear to decrease 
with depth in the borings to background levels but mercury concentrations are still above background at 
the deepest samples in the borings. The full extent of mercury above background has not been defined 
but the analytical data suggest that mercury concentrations would continue to decrease with depth below 
3 .0 m (10 ft). The results of additional borings drilled outside of the area of the trench indicate that 
significant lateral migration of mercury and aluminum from the buried calcine has not occurred. 

The contaminated zone for this site is assumed to be from 0.8 to 7.6 m (2.5 to 25 ft). A volume of 
contaminated soil of 2,039 m3 (72,000 ft3)was estimated based on the reported dimensions of the trench. 
A trench width of 4.9 m ( 16 ft) down to a depth of 7 .6 m (25 ft) was used to account for some lateral 
migration of COPCs. This site is being addressed as an ecological risk site. 

5.3.3.16 CPP-14 (Decommissioned Sewage Treatment Plant). Site CPP-14 is the site ofa 
decommissioned sewage treatment plant that operated from 1951 through 1982. The treatment plant 
processed sanitary wastes from nine facilities at the INTEC. Site CPP-14 is located in the north-central 
portion of the INTEC, south of Cypress Avenue, east of Beech Street, and north of the INTEC Tank Farm 
as shown on Figure 1,-5. Site CPP-14 was determined in the RI/BRA (DOE-ID 1997b) to be solely an 
ecological concern due to the presence of mercury ~ta depth greater than 9 feet. 

The treatment plant consisted of two Imhoff digestion tanks, a trickling filter, a chlorine contact 
basin, sludge drying beds, and a drain field. Raw sewage was initially digested in the Imhoff tank 
followed by secondary treatment of the effluent in the trickling filter. The digested sludge was transferred 
to the sludge drying beds, while liquid effluent from the trickling filter was chlorinated and discharged to 
the dram field. 

The sewage treatment facility was demolished as part of the Utility Replacement and Expansion 
Project (UREP) to upgrade INTEC facilities. Demolition was completed in September 1983 and 
reportedly consisted of: 

• Removing the wastewater treatment facilities and associated equipment to a depth of 1.5-m 
(5- ft) belowgrade 

• Rem~ving and disposing of all remaining sludge in the drying beds 

• Removing all buried piping, except the 0.3-m { I 2-in.) influent line and the 0. I 5-m ( 6-m.) 
effluent lines from the chlonne contact basin to the drain field. 

The excavated area was backfilled and graded to match the surrounding ground surface. 

The influent manhole, ejector pit. Imhoff tanks, final tank. and chlorination tank extended to as 
deep as 6.1 m (20 ft) belowgrade. The lower portions of these facilities were left abandoned in place . 
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Demolition planning documents stated that drainage holes approximately 0.09 m2 
( I ft2

) would be cut in 
the bottoms of all abandoned structures to prevent accumulation of infiltrating surface water. Also left m • 
place were the 0.3 m (12 in.) diameter influent line, the 0.15 m (6 in.) effluent line to the drain field, and 
the drain field distribution piping. 

The extent of contamination at the former sewage treatment plant was evaluated based on the 
results of sampling. The zone of contamination in the area of the Imhoff Tanks is assumed to be 0.9 m 
(3.0 ft) thick, and extends from 2.4 to 3.4 m (8 to 11-ft) bgs. This thickness is based on the initial depth at 
which sludge was encountered in sampling, and the depth of the base of the tanks. The area of the tanks 
is 18.6 m2 (200 ft2

). Radionuclide COPCs at this site include Cs-137, Np-237, U-235, and Sr-90. Of 
these, Cs-137, Np-237, and Sr-90 were detected at activities above 1.0 pCi/g. Cs-137 activity ranged ;is 
high as 6.21 pCi/g. 

The zone of contamination at CPP-14 Plant site was assumed to be 8.2 m (27 ft) thick. This zone 
extends from 1.5 to 9.7 m (5.0 to 32.0 ft) bgs. The area ofCPP-14 Plant site measures 900 m2 (9.860 ft2

). 

Numerous radiological CO PCs were detected in multiple plant site area samples. These include Cs-13 7. 
U-234, U-238. and Np-237. Of these, U-234 and U-238 were detected at the highest activities, 6.89 and 
52.1, respectively. Cs-137 and Sr-90 detections were also common, but at lower activities. Table 5-18 
provides summary sampling results statistics for soil samples collected at CPP-14. 

The zone of contamination at the drain field is assumed to extend from 4.3 to 7.6 m (25 ft) bgs. 
The top of this interval is based on the depth of the drain field piping. The area of CPP-14 drain field is 
estimated to be 306 m2 (3,300 ft2

). Radiological COPCs at the drain field are Np-237 and Sr-90. Of these 
COPCs, only Np-237 was detected above 1 pCi/g. Np-237 was detected at a maximum activity of 
1.4 pCi/g. 

5.3.3.17 CPP-37A (Gravel Pit #1). Site CPP-37A (Pit #1) is located outside of the INTEC security • 
Scnce and measures approximately 43 m (140 ft) in width 64 m (210 ft) in length and is 4.3 m (14 ft) in 
depth. No information is available on the date pit usage began; however, Pit # I was used for 
decontamination of radiolonuclide-contaminated construction equipment during July and October 1983. 
In addition, during 1982 and 1983, the pit was used as a percolation pond for INTEC service wastewater 
while the injection well was being refitted. This pit currently receives stormwater runoff from the 
INTEC. 

Soil samples were collected from Pit #1 in 1991. Analytical results are summarized in Table 5-19. 
Based on the contaminant screening, CO PCs identified for Pit # 1 were arsenic, Co-60, Am-241. Cs-13 7. 
Np-237, Pu-238. Sr-90, U-235, and U-238. The Track 2 investigation for Site CPP-37 (WINCO 1994a) 
Pit #1 indicated that arsenic was detected above background in eight out of 14 samples collected. 
However. the maximum arsenic concentration was only 8.7 mg/kg relative to the background value for 
arsenic of 5.8 mg/kg. 

Radionuclides detected above background in soil samples collected in Pit #1 were Am-241. Cs-137. 
Pu-238, Sr-90. and U-238. Other radionuclides that do not have a background value were detected at low 
concentrations including (maximum concentrations in parentheses): Co-60 (0.55 pCi/g), Np-237 
(1.07 pCi/g) and U-235 (0.05 pCi/g). No radionuclides were detected in the 0- to 0.3-m (0- to 0.5-ft) 
samples except for Sr-90 at 0.69±0.12 pCi/g in the southwestern portion of the pit. Radionuclides \Vere 
not detected above background in the deep borehole below 4.6 m ( 15 ft). 

The contaminated zone at Pit #l is assumed to extend from Oto 3.0 m ( 10 ft). The area of Pit r;. ! is 
2,731 m~ (29.400 tf) and 9.179 m2 (98.800 ft1

) based on the dimensions reported in the Track 2 
(WINCO 1994a). 
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Table 5-18. Summary samplmg results statistics for soil contammants at Site CPP-14." 

Soil Concentration 
(mg/kg {nonrad1onuclide} or pC'i/g [radionuclide}) 

Number of 
Number Number Frequency !NEEL Samples 

A rithmctic Standard of of of Background' (jreater than 
< ·011lam111a111s Minimum Maximum Mean Deviation RMEb --~1ples Detects Detection (mg/kg or pCi/g) __ Uackground __ 

-- ·---· --· --------·--
Imhoff Tanks 

Ag l.22Et·OI 4.89E-t01 3.06Et01 2.60E+OI 8.26E+Ol 2 2 100% O.OOE+OO 2 

As 4.60E+OO 4.90E+OO 4.75E+OO 2.12E-OI 5.17E+OO 2 2 100% 5.80EiOO 0 

Ba l.75E+02 2.07E+02 l.91E+02 2.26E+OI 2.36E+02 2 2 100% 3.00Ei02 0 

Uc . 5.30E-OI B 5.60E-01 B 5.45E-OI 2.12E-02 5.87E-01 2 2 100% l.80E+OO (j 

Cr 5.12Et01 6.07E+Ol 5.60E+OI 6.72E+OO 6.94E+ol 2 2 100% 3.30E+OI 2 

Cu 9.63E+OI 9.63E+OJ 9.63E+OI NA NA 2 50% 2.20E+OI 
v, 

l.20E+OO ' Hg 4.00E+OO 2.60E+OO L98E+o0 6.56E+oo 2 2 100% 5.00E-02 2 +-
\C) 

Mn 2.07E+02 2.48E+02 2.28E+02 2.90E+Ol 2.86E+02 2 2 100% 4.90E+02 0 

Ni 2.40E+OI 2.62E+Ot 2.SIE+Ot I.56E+OO 2.82E+Ol 2 2 100% 3.50E+OI 0 

Ph 3.56E+OI 2.1 IE+02 l.23E+02 l.24E+o2 3.71E+02 2 2 100% 1.70E+Ol 2 

Th 2.40E-OI B 2.40E-Ol B 2.40E-OI NA NA 2 50% 4.30E-Ol 0 

V 3.IOE+OI 3.49E+OI 3.30E+OI 2.76E+OO 3.85E+OI 2 2 100% 4.50E+OI 0 

Zn 1.35E+02 4.75E-t02 3.05E-t02 2.40E+02 7.85E+02 2 2 100% I .50E+02 

Acetone l.30E-02 2.IOE-02 l.70E-02 5.66E-03 2.83E-02 2 2 100% NA NA 

Di-n-octyl Phthalatc 2.90E-OI J 2.90E·Ol J 2.90E-OI NA NA 2 50% NA NA 

l31s( 2-Ethylhexyl) 
Phthalate 9.80E-OI 1.70E+OO I .34E+OO 5.09E-OI 2.36E+OO 2 2 JOO% NA NA 

Toluene 6.00E-03 J 2.90E-02 1.75E-02 l.63E-02 5.0IE-02 2 2 100% NA NA 
l'otal Xylencs S.OOE-03 J 2.70E-02 1.60E-02 I .56E-02 4.72E-02 2 2 100% NA NA 

l'hrn11l 2.201:-01 J 2.JOEtOO 1.261-:tOO l.47EiOO 4.20E+OO 2 2 100% NA NA 



Table 5-18. (contmucd). 

Soil Concentration 
(mg/kg lnonrad1onuclide] or pCi/g I radionuclide]) 

Number of 
Number Number Frequency INEEL Samples 

Arithmetic Standard of of of Backgroundc Oreater than 
C ·0111:.11ni11ants Minimum Maximum Mean Deviation RMEb Samples Detects Detection (mg/kg or.pCi/g) Background ·-----· ·-
4-Mcthylphcnol 7.60E-OI J 7.60E-OI J 7.60E-01 NA NA 2 50% NA NA 

1,2-Dichloroethane 3E-03 J JE-03 J 3E-03 NA NA 2 50% NA NA 

1,4-Dichlorobenzene 3.JOE-01 J 3.IOE-01 J 3.IOE-01 NA NA 2 50% NA NA 

Bcnzoic Acid 2.30E-Ol J 3.20E-Ol J 2.75E-OI 6.36E-02 4.02E-01 2 2 100% NA NA 

Methylene Chloride 1.20E-01 B l.20E-OI B J.20E-OI NA NA 2 I 50% NA NA 

Naphthalene 1.70E-OI J 1.30E+OO 7.35E-Ol 7.99E-01 2.33E+OO 2 2 100% NA NA 

4-Chloroaniline 6.40E-01 J I.IOE+OO J 8.70E-01 3.25E-01 l.52E+OO 2 2 100% NA NA 

Phcnanthrene I.SOE-OJ J 3.70E-01 J 2.60E-OI l.56E-Ol 5.72E-01 2 2 100% NA NA 
v, 

I Fluoranthcnc 2.40E-OI J 7.20E-01 J 4.BOE-01 3:39E-Ol 1.16E+OO 2 2 100% NA NA v, 
0 

Pyrcne 3.00E-01 J 6.60E-OI J 4.80E-01 2.55E-Ol 9.90E-Ol 2 2 100% NA NA 

Bento( a )anthraccnc l.50E-OI J 3.BOE-01 J 2.65E-01 l.63E-01 5.91E-01 2 2 100% NA NA 

('hryscnc 3.BOE-01 J 3.80E-OI J 3.BOE-01 NA NA 2 50% NA NA 

l3cnzo( b )lluoranthcne 3.20E-OI J 3.20E-Ol J 3.20E-01 NA NA 2 50% NA NA 

Benzo( k )lluoranthene 2.70E-OI J 2.70E-01 J 2.70E-01 NA NA 2 50% NA NA 

lknzo( a )pyrcne 3.40E-Ol J 3.40E-Ol J 3.40E-OI NA NA 2 50% NA NA 

Arodor-1260 6Et00 X 2.30E+Ol X 1.45E+OI l.20E+Ol 3.85E+OI 2 2 100% NA NA 

Cs-137 · 4.94Et00 6.21E+OO 5.58Et·OO 8.98E-OI 7.38E+OO 2 2 100% 8.20E-OI 2 

Np-237 1.70Et00 1.98E,OO l.84Et00 1.98E-Ol 2.24E+OO 2 2 I OO'Y., NA NA 

Sr-90 7.IOE-01 l.07Et00 8.90E-OI 2.55E-Ol l.40E+OO 2 2 100% 4.90E-OI 2 

I 1-2J4 7.9UE-UI I. I SE HlO 9.70E-OI 2.55E-01 I .48E tOO 2 2 100~~. l.44Et00 () 

l '-2J5 5.00E-02 5.UOE-02 5.00E-02 NA NA 2 50'!-i, NA NA 

l -2 ix :, IOE-0 I 5.301:-01 5 201:-0 I 1.41 E-02 5.481:-0 I 2 2 1001}0 I .40E, ()() 0 
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Table 5-18. (continued). 

Soil Concentration 
~mg/kg (nonradionuclidcJ or pCi/g [radionuclide]) 

< ·11111.1111marll.\ 

Y-90 

Plant 

Ag 

As 

Ba 

Be 

Cd 

Co 

Cr 

Cu 

Ilg 

Mn 

Pb 

Sb 

V 

Zn 

2-Butanone 

4-Nitrophenol 

I )1-11-octyl Phthalatc 

f\.kthyknr < 'hlor1dl' 

Mmimum 

7.00E-01 

8.00E-01 B 

2.40Et00 

4.96E+OI 

2.40E-OI B 

4.00E-01 ll 

3.70E+OO B 

7.JOE+OO J 

9.40E·t00 

4E-02 

1.02E+02 J 

l.05Et01 

4.60E+OO J 

1.23E-t01 B 

l.04E+OI 

2.31E+OI 

l.OOE-03 J 

2.60E-Ol J 

2.401:-01 J 

2.501:-02 B 

Maximum 

l.lOEtOO 

8.30E+OO J 

4.IOE+OO J 

1.49E+02 

6.30E-01 B 

6.60E-OI ll 

6.60E+OO B 

3.04E+OI 

3. IIE+OI 

I.IOE-01 

2.92E+02 J 

2.65Et01 

6.22E-+OI 

1.23Et01 B 

3.04E+OI 

7.71E+Ol 

I.OOE-03 J 

2.60E-OI J 

2.40E-OI J 

1.20E-Ol B 

Numb(r of 
Number Number Frequency INEEL Samples 

Arithmetic Standard of of of Background' < ireater than 
.. - M~a_n ___ D_ev_ia_· t_io_n __ RM~---·-Samples ___ !)ctc~.1~---'~etection (mg/kg or pCi/g). Backgrot~!c~ 

9.00E-01 2.83E-OI l.47E+OO 

4.12E+OO 2.77E+OO 9.66E+OO 

3.50E+OO 7.30E-OI 4.96E+OO 

8.54E+OI 3.16E+OI l.49E+02 

4.09E-01 l.44E-OI 6.97E-OI 

5.25E-01 1.l lE--01 7.47E-OI 

4.72E+OO 1.16E+OO 7.04E+OO 

l.60E+OI 

l.50E+OJ 

7.SOE-02 

l.69E+02 

l.61E+OI 

l.68EtOJ 

l.23E+OI 

l.82E-+OI 

4.20E+OJ 

I.OOE-03 

2.60E-OI 

2.40E-OI 

7.331:-02 

6.44E+OO 2.89E+OI 

8.34E+o0 3.17E+OI 

4.95E-02 1.74E-01 

5.93E+OI 2.88E+02 

5.57E+OO 2.72E+OI 

1.95E+OI 5.58E+Ol 

NA NA 

6.42E+OO 3.IOE+OI 

l.91E+OI 8.02E+Ol 

NA 

NA 

NA 

4.42E-02 

NA 

NA 

NA 

1.62E-01 

2 

II 

11 

II 

II 

11 

11 

II 

11 

II 

II 

11 

II 

II 

11 

II 

II 

10 

10 

11 

2 

5 

7 

II 

10 

4 

6 

11 

6 

2 

11 

II 

8 

II 

8 

4 

100% 

45% 

64% 

100% 

91% 

36% 

55% 

100% 

55% 

18% 

100% 

100% 

73% 

9% 

100% 

73% 

9% 

10% 

10'% 

J<>'X, 

NA 

OE+OO 

5.80Et00 

3.00E+02 

l.80E+OO 

2.20E+OO 

l.lOE+Ol 

3.30E+OI 

2.20E+OI 

5.00E-02 

4.90Et02 

3.SOEtOI 

1.70EtOJ 

4.80Et00 

4.50E-t01 

l.50E+02 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

5 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

() 

2 

0 

0 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 
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Table 5-18. {contmued). 

Sml Concentration 
(mg/kg (nonradionudideJ or pCi/g [radionuclide)) 

Number of 
Number Number Frequency INEEI. Samples 

C ·11111.1111111an1s 

Bts( 2-Ethylhcxyl) 
Phthalatc 

Minimum Maximum -----·- ---··- -
Arithmelic 

Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 

of of of Background~ Greater than 
._RM __ E~b- . . Samples·-·· p~tcc.:ts ... De1ec.:t!~!:.- J.•!•.~f!-g or pCi/g) _ Background 

Toluene 

To1al Xyknes 

llenzotc Acid 

·rctrachlorocthykne 

Pentachlorophenol 

Arodor-1254 

Arodor-1260 

Arn-241 

Cs-1.H 

Np-237 

Sb-125 

Sr-90 

l l-2.34 

lJ-235 

U-238 

Y-90 

Qrain Field 

Ag 

Ba 

• 

4.30E-02 J 

4E-03 J 

4.40E-02 

2.00E-01 J 

IE-03 J 

3.SOE-01 J 

4.30E-02 J 

4E-03 J 

4.40E-02 

2.00E-01 J 

IE-03 J 

3.80E-01 J 

2.1 OE-02 JX I .20E-O I JX 

4.30E-02 

4.00E-03 

4.40E-02 

2.00E-01 

IE-03 

3.SOE-01 

7.05E-02 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

7.00E-02 2.IIE-01 

1.00E-01 JX 5.70E-01 DJX 2.93E-OI · 2.46E-01 7.85E-01 

1.15E+OO l.15E+OO l.15E+OO NA NA 
3.IOE-01 

4.0SE-01 

I.OOE-01 J 

7.00E-02 

9.00E-02 J 

5.00E-02 

I .OOE-01 J 

l.OOE+OI J 

.\.JOE t 00 J 

IIOEtOOJ 

7 121: tOI 

3.89E+OO 

5.50E-t00 

l:OOE-01 J 

5.70E-OI 

6.89E+OO 

6.80E-Ol 

5.21E+OI 

4.00E-01 

3.30Et00 J 

8.601.: tOO 

l,')9E I ()2 

l.80E+OO l.40E+OO 4.60E+OO 

2.32E+OO l.50E+OO 5.32E+OO 

l.OOE-01 

2.39E-Ol 

8.89E-01 

NA NA 

1.71E-Ol 5.BIE-01 

2.00E+OO 4.89Et00 

J.65E-OI 4.45E-Ol l.26E+OO 

5.16E+OO l.56E+OI 3.64E+OI 

2.JOE-01 l.54E-Ol 5.38E-01 

3.30E+OO NA NA 

4.801:+00 3.75E-t00 1.23E+OI 

l.17I:t02 7.15F.t0) 2.601:+02 

• 

10 

11 

11 

10 

II 

lO 

10 

lO 

11 

11 

II 

11 

11 

II 

11 

11 

7 

3 

3 

3 

2 

3 

5 

9 

7 

11 

2 

11 

3 

10% 

9% 

9% 

10% 

9% 

10% 

20% 

30% 

9% 

45% 

82% 

9% 

64% 

100% 

18% 

100% 

43% 

33% 

100% 

100% 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

l. lOE-02 

8.20E-01 

NA 

NA 

4.90E-01 

1.44E100 

NA 

l.40E+OO 

NA 

OE+OO 

5.80E+OO 

3.00E t 02 

• 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

3 

NA 

NA 

NA 

2 

NA 

0 



• • • Table 5-18. {l tllllllllil.'d). 
···---···- -··--·-· 

-·· ·--- --··---- ·-· .. ··-- .. Snil ( ·om·t•1111 a11un 

( Ill,:! kg l1111111J,hum1d11l\:j or p~:! g l1adlll]l!1,·l11kJJ 

:'\urnli,·1 1 ,I 
N11111ht·1 Numht·t 1:rt·qttl'II,} INl:EI. Sa111pk" Ar11hmct1r Srandard of of of I l,Kkgrnund' ( ii t',l ll'I lh,111 < ·,,n1a111111,111h Mmimum Ma., 1111um Mean Deviation RMEh s~!npb l>etel'ls I >election (mg :_k !U!!...E!J!.H) llad,g1rn111d 

------ ··-··-··-----
lk ·UOl:-01 B -l .Wl:-0 I B 4.301:-0 I NA NA ~ JJ% I XOI: tOO (I ( 'd X.IOE-01 B X. I Ol:-0 I B X. IOI:-01 NA NA ~ J)'lu 2 201: I ()0 () < ·o 4.401:iOO B 1).1101: 1 00 B (>.001: l 00 '.U,OE tOO 1.121:t()J \ .\ I 00"-., 1.101:tOI (I ('1 1571:,0I 2 :i21: !()( 1.901: 10 I :i .. HE+OO 2.971: I 0-J J JOO"., UOE,01 (J 
C'u I.XIJl:tOI 11>-ll: tOJ l.92Et01 3.54E-Ol 1.1)91: I ()J J 2 (>7"i, 220!:tOI (I 
I lg .~.XOl:-01 J 3 XOl:-0 I J J.801:-01 NA NA .\3" .. \001:,02 
~In 8 131: t()J -l l~I: 102 J 2.38Ei02 l.<>7Et02 5.72Et02 J l(HJ",. -l.•JOI:, 02 () 
:'\1 IJJl:101 2.2(>(·. I ()J l.75Et01 4.71 Et-00 2.69Et01 ' J I()()" II .\.:iOI:, 0 I (J ' 'J, 

' !'Ii 1J . ..JOl:t00 J I .:i:'i I·. t O I J I .27E+OI J.08E +00 J.8l)E I (l ( ; J I 011•;;, 1.70 I: t O I () 

. .,, . ,, 
Sl' -UOl:-0 I B li.')OF-01 J 5.60E-O I 1.X4E-01 9.281:-01 \ 2 (>7'!11 2.201·.-0 I 2 lh 2. !01:-0 I ll 2.-lOl:-01 B 2.25E-Ol 2.121:-02 2.67E-Ol ' 1 c,r,, ·UOl·.-0 I () ' \' l.-t71:+0l 2. 1>7!•. I 01 2.24EHll 7 51 E+OO 3.741: tOI ·' 1 oo•i;, -l.:iOI: ,CJI () 
/n 4.SOE 1 0 I X X<>l: t O I 6.78E 101 2.19Et01 1.121: t02 ) I 00" II I j()J: t 02 () 
I >1-11-hu1:, I l'h1habll' 9.00E-02 J I) 001:-02 J 9.00E-02 NA NA ' ''U· NA 1\:\ ' • • l,11 

N.1ph1hakn~ l.20E-O I J 1.801:-0 I J l.50E-O I 4.24Et00 8.6JE tOO ' 2 (17 11
11 NA '.\::\ ' 

l'hrn:11111!1 t·n~ 8. 701:-02 .I 8. 701:-02 J 8.70E-02 NA NA ' -~ -''~4, NA N:\ ' :\1,1rlo1- 12(>0 7.201:-01 l>JX 7.20E-OI DJX 7.201:-01 NA NA ' .~J'\, NA N,\ ·' 
<\-U7 .\ 151: I()() .1.151:-t()() 3.151: f(}() NA NA JJ'~u 8.20E-O I ;-,..;p-2.\7 5 1>01:.0 I ( .. HJI: I (JO 1.041.: t 00 4. I 2E-O I I .86E 1 00 .I I( I()"., NA N,\ s, ')() 111111Hl2 X.XOl:-0 I 5.001:-0 I .\.%1.:-01 I . 2% 1 oo -~ I 00" .. 4 1101:-01 2 l '-.) q ; . 1111- -0 I ·I 201:-0 I J.7 \1:.(1( ).(>%-02 4.871:-0 I 3 I 1111" 11 I 441:, ()(J (J I·-.' \S 2 :111- .o I 1 1>0 I· o I 2.901:-0 I X.721:-02 4.<,41:-0 I 3 (I)( I"" I ...JOI:,()( 1 fl 
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Table 5-18. (continued). 

Soil Concentrauon 
(mg/kg lnonradionuclide] or pCi/g [radionuclide)) 

Number of 
Number Number Frequency INEEl. Samples 

Arilhrnelic Standard of of of Background• ( ireater than 
< ·0111.1111111a111s Mi111mum Maximum Mean Deviation RMEb S~up!~ ... Dc1cc1s l>etcctmn (mg/kg or pCilg) Background. -.. ----·- ----··· - ··--·------· _ .. ------ --" .. ·-··· 
Y-90 9.00E-02 9.00E-01 4.95E-01 5.73E-OI l.64E+OO 2 2 100% NA NA 

a NOi i:· 

• l>uphcatc: )ample: results were not mcluded in the stallsllcal analysis. 

• Analyucal resuhs an: from 17 sml samples collected from five pipe excavation localtons and 10 boreholes mslalled under the: Oll 3-05 Track 2 investigauon. Resolls arc prov1tkd 111 The Track 2 
Summary Report, Waste Area Group 3, Operable: Unit 3-05, Old Sewage Treatment Plant West ofCPP-664 (WINCO I 993J) and Appendix Ci of the OU3-13 Rl/rS Part A ([)OE-II> 1997b). 

• Selc:ctcd ~aniples were analyzed for melals, radmnucl1dcs, VO<.'s, SVOCs, PC8s, pesticidcslherbicidc:s and dioxm/furans Only those constllucnts that wc:n: 1den1tlied above detecllun limlls arc 
shnwn m the table except for the following consutuents which were detected but are not considered to be present al hazardous concentrations: Al, C'a, l'e, Mg, K and Na. 

• Samples re Jeered because of an unaccc:ptable quahty control parameter arc not included in the table 

ti rtic KMI: rnncc:ntrauon 1s the 95% upper value based on lhc: c:nipirical rule: (95%ofthc measurements lie wuhm two standard dc:viauuns of their mean). 

r The INEFI hackgruund concc:nlrations represent lhe 95% upper confidence limit (Rood et al. 1995). 

v, I he analylc was 1dcnulied m the: sample: hut lhe nurnencal resull may not be accurate . 
.i... 

ll I he analyte reported value: 1s ,( 'RDl., but> 11>1 .. 

JX - rt1e rcporled value: 1s an esurnale quanUly manually entered onlo the resulls form. 

l)JX " I he compound was analy1ed at a secondary dilution factor and was an esllrnated quanlity that was manually entered onto the results form. 

NA · Nut Apphcabk 

KMI: - Keasnnahlc Maximum Exposure. 

• • • 
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5.3.3.18 CPP-37b, Gravel Pit and Debris Disposal Pit #2. Site CPP-37b is located inside the 
fNTEC security fence. Before being backfilled, the site was approximately 79 m (260 ft) in width. 
116 m (380 ft) in length and was 7.9-m (26-ft) deep and area of approximately 9,179 m~ (98.800 tf). 
Prior to 1982. this pit was often used for the disposal of waters released from the sludge dewatering pit of 
the old STP (CPP-71 S). After 1982, the pit was used to dispose of construction debris, some of which 
may have been radionuclide contaminated. Anecdo(?l information suggests that the Pit may also have 
been used for the disposal of chemical wastes. Additionally, the CPP-37b was open in 1964 when the 
release of radioacth-e steam associated with Site CPP-26 occurred. Radioactive steam containing Cs-13 7 
was released from a decontamination header in the HLL W Tank Fann; The year this pit was backfilled is 
unknown. but it is believed to have been backfilled to grade shortly after its use as a construction debris 
landfill was discontinued. Modeling and sampling of the site indicated the site is not a significant 
contributor to groundwater risk or surface exposure· risk .. However, since the pit was previously used as a 
landfill, characterization is considered insufficient to recommend no further action at the site. Table 5-20 
provides summary sampling results statistics for soil samples from Site CPP-37B. 

5.3.3.19 CPP-48 (French Drain South of CPP633). Site CPP-48 was an excess chemical dump 
tank located south of the old WCF (CPP-633) that was used as a french drain from 1975 to 1981 (herein 
referred to as "dump tank"). The dump tank was made of steel and measured approximately 1.5 m ( 5 ft) 
m diameter and 3.7 m (12 ft) long, with a lid and no bottom. The top ofti1e dump tank stood 
approximately 0.6 m (2 ft) above the ground surface, with the tank bottom at 3 m ( l O ft) bgs. As part of 
the calcining process. nitric acid and other chemicals consisting primarily of aluminum nitrate and 
calcium nitrate used in the calcining process were disposed into CPP-48. The chemicals and 
radionuclides released to the dump tank were not treated or neutralized before percolating into the soil 
matrix through the bottom of the tank. A portable above ground disposal line was used to discharge 
effluent to the dump tank. Table S-21 provides summary sampling results statistics for soils collected at 
CPP-48. 

Prior to the installation of an excess chemical dump tank (CPP-48), in 1975, waste chemicals were 
disposed directly to the soil in a trench-like depression located at the dump tank site. The trench is 
approximately 3 x 1.5 x 0.3 m (IO x 5 x I ft) in size. From 1975 to 1981, chemicals from the calcining 
process were disposed directly to the CPP-48 dump tank. The above ground piping used to move 
calcining effluent from CPP-633 to CPP-48 was a flexible hose that, when not in use, was .. rolled up" and 
stored in CPP-633. In August 1993, the dump tank was dismantled, packaged, and removed to the Waste 
Expenmental Reduction Facility (WERF). 

Records indicate that the chemical disposal to CPP-48 was in low quantities (several gallons at a 
ume). Through the years of operation, however, site personnel indicate thousands of gallons of waste 
effluent may have been disposed. No records were kept regarding the volume of effluent disposed or the 
constituents in the waste stream, but it is suspected the mercury. Cs-137, Sb-125, and Eu-155 may have 
been introduced to this site via waste chemicals from the calcining process. 

In March 1991. a RCRA sampling program was conducted to characterize possible s01l 
contammants in the vicinity of the dump tank. Samples were collected from a boring drilled to 14 m 
(46.5 ft) bgs and analyzed for RCRA metals. pH, nitrite. and nitrate. Analysis indicated soil samples 
contained no detectable levels of the VOCs. semiVOCs. pesticides. dioxin/furan. or herbicides. 
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J !:.) _ Bat·kg101111d --------- ---·· .. --···· ·----·------- ~------ .... 
.\µ ) Wl:-01 8.50!: t (JO 4.191:tOO 4.011:tOO l.22Et01 28 3 11'\, Of·. I(}() \ 
:\~ I 201· · 00 B 1.141:tOI J 4.421: t 00 1.841: t 00 8.IOEtOO 28 28 I 00'!·,. 5.801: t 00 \ 
I \.1 5 ISi· ,OJ J 4.(,81: t 02 1.261: t 02 7.7-'E 101 2.81 E 102 28 28 I 00'!" _q)OI:, 02 
( . ., 4 IOI· OJ B J 20): I()() ( .]21·. I()() 6.551:-01 2.531: t 00 28 n 79 2.201'. I IJ{) 
( ·, IIISl·,OI -l.2h)·. I()) 1.851:tOI 7.0(,E 100 .U<>I: I (JI 28 28 JOO'!.. .UOI: ,01 
11,. 1.201·-0I .I I .21ll-:-O I .I 1.201:-0 I NA NA 28 .1'!-., 5.001:-02 
l'li. I .1JOI· 1 00 .I 22<,l·.tOIJ l)_(l{)I: I 0() 4.5<,E •OO · 1.871:tOI 28 28 I 00'!" 1.701 · 1 0 I ] . ,, S,· J 11111-:01 B 11.501:-0 I ll 2.X 11·.-0I U21All 5A5i:-o I 28 (:'i 5-l'! .. 2.!0l ·.-0 I .j ' . .,, ,, \kth)k11,· 
( ltllli t,h- I "\()) · -02 :IJOl·.-01 I 201:-01 1.0-lE-01 .1.28E-O I NA 7 NA NA N:\ 
Kq,1111,· :· 11!1( 02 J : 001· 02 J 7 1101:-02 , NA NA NA NA NA N.\ 
_-\,'l"l\.1(11tlflL'lll' .: ··111 -02 .I _: 71)1 · -02 .I .\.701:-02 NA NA NA NA NA NA 
I lt1<11,·11,· h.1111· -02 .I /1.101:-02 J Ii I Ol·.-02 NA NA NA NA ;s.;A NA 
l'hl'll,lltll1tl'lll' -I OOl·-01 -1 llOl:-01 -l 001:-0 I NA NA NA NA NA NA 
:\1t(hl;fl0 l'Jlt' .1.501:-0 I I :'>OI: -0 I ·' 501:-01 NA NA NA NA NA NA 
I· l11tll a111hc11l' 2.20F-O I J 2 201·-0 I .I 2.201:-0 I NA NA NA NA NA NA 
l'ytl'llt' 2.101:-01 J 2. IOl·-01 .I 2.IOE-01 NA NA NA NA NA NA 
I k1110( a );111thr-
;JL"l'Jll° 7 201:.02 J 7 201· 02 .I 7.201:-02 NA NA NA NA NA NA 
( 

0

hl \°!\L'lll' 1.101:.011 I I o I· -o I .I 1.101:-01 NA NA NA NA NA NA 
h1,( .~ I 111\ I-
hnyl )l'lt1hal;11l· .'.·WI· 01 .I \ -IOI fl I I 2 ·101·.-0I \:\ NA NA N:\ NA NA 
\ 111, 1111 J_',.j !.10) -Ill \ :111 11 I ! 1111 :- o I '\.\ \:.-\ N:\ :--.: .. \ :\:\ ;,-.;,\ 
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Table 5-20. (contmucd). 

Soil Concentration 
( mg/kg ( nonradionuclide J or pCi/g [radionuclide]) 

( 

0

11111,1111111,lllh 

:\, 11d111-12<,o 

Am-2..t I 

Cs-1.'7 

1-129 

Np-237 

Pu-238 

Sr-90 

ll-234 

ll-235 

l 1-238 

a NOU: 

\1 inimum 

..t.20E-OI 

2.IE-01 

1.40E-OI 

l.57E+OO 

3.20E-OI 

6.00E-02 

8.00E-02 

1.SOE-01 

5.00E-t02 

l.60E-013 

Maximum 

4 20E-OI 

3.89E+OO 

6.3 JE-tOO 

l.57E+OO 

8.60E-OI 

5.00E-01 

4.31E+OO 

1.2IE-100 

7.00E-02 

7.44E+OO 

Arithmetic 
Mt:an 

4.20E-Ol 

1.18E+OO 

2.04E+OO 

l.57E+OO 

5.13E-OI 

1.99E-OI 

9.30E-OI 

3.12E-OI 

5.75E-02 

7.87E-01 

Standard 
Dc\·iation 

NA 

l.40E+OO 

1.67E+OO 

NA 

l.26E-Ot 

l.57E-OI 

l.06E+OO 

2.14E-OI 

9.57E-03 

l.46E+OO 

• ()uphcatc sampk results were not included m the statistical analysis 

RMEb 

NA 

3.98E+OO 

5.38E+OO 

NA 

7.65E-OI 

5.13E-OI 

3.05E+OO 

7.40E-Ol 

7.66E-02 

3.71E+OO 

Numbi:r Number 
of of 

_ Samples .. _!!etcc~s _ 

NA I 

26 6 

26 17 

26 

26 26 

.26 

26 

26 

26 

26 

8 

21 

26 

4 

26 

Frequency 
of 

Detection 

NA 

26% 

65% 

4% 

100% 

31% 

81% 

100% 

15% 

100% 

Number of 
INEEL Samples 

Background' Oreater than 
__ ( mg/kg or pCi/g) . llackgro_~111d 

NA NA 

I.IOE-02 6 

8.20E-OI 11 

NA NA 

NA NA 

4.90E-03 8 

4.90E-01 12 

l.44E+OO 0 

NA NA 

l.40E+OO 3 

• Analyucal rc~uhs are from samples collected from four borings installed under the OU 3-02 Track 2 Preliminary Scopmg Package for CPP-37 by (ioldcr Associates, Inc Resuhs arc 
provided m the Drafi Report for the Idaho Chemical Processmg Plant Drilling & Sampling Program at I.and Disposal lJnll CPP-37 (Golder Associates IIJ<)2) and Appendix (i of the 
Ol U-1 J RI/FS Part A (DOE-ID 1997b). 

• Selected samples were analyzed for metals, radmnuchdes, VO< ·s, SVOCs, PCBs and pesucides/herb1cides. Only those constlluents that were idenulied ahove detection hn11ts arc 
shown m the table 

• Samples reJccted because of an unacceptable quality contrul parameter arc not included in the table 

h rile RMI: concentratlnn is the 95% upper value based on the empirical rule (95%ofthe measurements he wtthm two standard dev1at1onsofthe1r mean) 

c lhc INl:1:1 backgruund concentrations represent the 95% upper conlidence limit (Rood et al. 19')5). 

I he analyte wa~ 1dcnlllicd m the sample but the numerical result may not be accurate. 

I! - The anal~tc reported value 1s < Rl>I , but·' ID!. 

NA Not applicable III not available 

• 

------------·-·-----. ·---··-····-. 

• • 
I 
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Table 5-21. Summary sampling results stat1st1cs for soil contaminants at Site CPP-48.a 

Soil Concentration 
( ~1~kg [ '~<!.'!radionuclide J _or pCi/g (radionuclide}) 

NurnbC'r of 
Numbn Number Frequency !NEEL Sampks ,\ I JIIJllll'lll' S1a11dard of uf of llackg1 ound < < ilL'Jl\'I 1ha11 < ·"111.1111111a11b M Ill Ill H 1111 Maximum MC'a11 Dcvia1m11 RMe Sa1!1~~C'S lktC't:ls I klectwn _( 111~/kg (~. p< '1/¥) Backµ1nu11d ---·-·. ··--

As 2.70Et00 l.32Et·OI 5.45Et00 2.92E+OO l.13E+-OI 11 11 100% 5.80Et00 3 Ba .UOE+Ol 8 3.14E-t02 9.92Et0I 7.51E+Ol 2.49Et02 11 11 100% 3.00E+02 
Cr 7.70E-t00 3.96Et01 I.79E+OI 8.IOE+-00 3.41E+OI 11 11 100% 3.JOE-tOI 
Cu l.05Et01 J l.05E-t01 J 1.05E+Ol NA NA IOO% 2.20Et01 .() 
Ilg 5.IOE-01 9.50E-OI 7.87E-01 2.41E-Ol l.27E+oo II 3 27% 5.00E-02 3 N1 l.89Et01 l.89E+OI 1.89E+OI NA NA 100% 3.50E+OI () Ph 4.60E+OO 2.39E+OI 9.51E+OO 6.05E-t00 2.16E+OI 8 8 100% l.70E+OJ v, 

1.80E+Ol 
I V 1.80Et01 l.80E+OI NA NA 100% 4.50E-t01 0 

V, 

'° Zn 4.52E+Ol 4.52E+OI 4.52E+Ol NA NA 100% I.50E+02 0 N111alC' 7.0SE-01 5.71E+OO 2.58E-t00 2.42E+OO 7.42E+OO 7 5 71% NA NA N llnte 5.29E-OI 5.90E-01 5.72E-OI 2.91E-02 6.30E-Ol 7 4 57% NA NA N 11ra1c/N itnte 9.oOE-01 5.40E+OO 2.88Et00 2.12E+OO 7.12E+o0 4 4 100% NA NA < 'hloride I .20E+OO J 3.30E-t00 J 2.42E-t00 8.92E-01 4.20E+OO 4 4 100% NA NA Fluoride 5.20E+OO 2.64E+02 l.91E+02 l.24E+02 4.39E+02 4 4 100% NA NA Sulfate 2.21E+OI 1.31 E+02 5.18E-t01 5.JIE+Ol l.58E+02 4 4 100%' NA NA Sulfide l .56E+OO l.56Et00 l.56E-t00 NA NA 100% NA NA Tm 3.00E-02 3.00E-02 3.00E-02 NA NA 100% NA NA <'s-1.n 3.30Et00 6.SOE+OI 4.13E +01 2.41Et01 8.95E+OI II 5 45% 8.20E-01 5 l:u-1 '>5 5.201:-01 <>. 70E-OI 5.95E-OI 1.061:-01 8.07E-01 4 2 50% NA NA l'u- 2 IX 6.00E-02 lJ.OOE-02 7.501-:-02 1.291:-02 1.0IE-01 4 4 100% 4.<JOE-OJ 4 Sh I.'~ 2.JOFtOO 5 .. Wi:, 00 .\.281'. I()() I .J81: I()() 6.04E -t 00 I I 4 J(>"·,, NA NA 

... ,. 
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Table 5-21. (contmut!d). 

Soil Concentration 
(mg/kg lnonradionuclideJ or pCi/g {radionuclide]) 

Number of 
Numht:r Numbt:r rrt:quency INEEI. Samplt:s 

Anlhmctic Standard of of of Background c C ircater than 
I '11111,lllllll,IIII, M 111111111111 Maximum Mean lkviatwn RMEb ... ~~.!~_lf~C:, I >ctccl!> Detection _ ~mg/k? or pC1/g) • Ba~~!f' 111111d . -· -·---- -·-·'" ... _ ... ~ ---"·' •-r ____ .,...,. 

s, 1)0 1.201:-0 I 2.60E-Ol Ui7E-OI 7.02E-02 3.27E-OI 8 3 38% 4.IJOl~-01 (I 

l l-2J.t I IOE+OO 2.50E+OO 1.58E+OO 6.29E-OI 2.84E+OO 4 4 100% 1.44E+OO 

l 1-2J8 1.IOE-tOO 2.70E+OO l.68E+OO 7.04E-OI 3.09E+OO 4 4 100% l.40Ei00 2 
<iross Alpha 9.00E-tOO J.40E+Ol 1.15E+OI 3.54E+OO l.86E+Ol 4 2 50% NA NA 
Oross Ueta l.12E-t02 l.22E+02 1.18E-t02 4.32E+OO l.27E+02 4 4 100% NA NA 
a. NO'J E 

• l>uphcatc sample rcsulls wt:re nol included in tht: statistical analysis . 

• Analyt11:al results are from samples collectt:d from I boring installed in 1991 and from three boreholes and excavaled soil in 1993 Results art: provided in the ( 'losure Plan for I .and Disposal 
I Jnit ( 'PP-48 (INEI 1991) and the ERIS database. 

• Sdeclt:d sampks were analyLcd for inorgamcs, radmnuclides, V<X ·s, SV(X 's, pesticides/herbicides, and dmxins/furans Only those constituenlS that were identified above detection Ii mus are 
shown m the table 

• Samples rcicclcd because of an unacccptablt: quahty control parameter are not included in the table . 

h I he RMI' rnnccntrauon •~ lhc 95% upper value based on lhe empirical rule (95%ofthe measuremenis lie w1th1n two siandard dev1at1ons of their mean) 

,· l"hc INl:1:1. bac~gruund concentrauons represent the <l5% upper confidence limit (Rood ct al. 1995). 

I he analylc was 1den111ied III thc sample but the numerical resuh may not be accurate. 

II ,. The ana ly1c , cponcd value 1s < RDI., but > l[)L 

_ _!:,_A _ _::- Nut applicable or not available. 
·---------··--

• • • 
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In August 1993. the dump tank was removed. cut into sections. packaged. and delivered to \VERF 
for disposal. Four soil samples were taken at the bottom of the dump tank excavation (3 m (10 tt] bgs) 
and at (3.7 m [12 ft) bgs), to determine possible soil contamination in the underlying soil. Samples were 
analyzed for kerosene. VOCs, semiVOCs, RCRA metals, and radionuclides. Kerosene, VOC. and 
semiVOC constituents were not detected. Analysis for radionuclide contamination showed a Cs-137 
concentration highest at 3.7 m (12 ft) bgs with 65±1 pCi/g, an Sb-125 concentration of 5.3±0.2 pCi/g at 3 
m (10 ft). and the highest Eu-155 concentration of0.67±0.10 pCi/g at 3.7 m (12 ft). 

5.3.3.20 CPP-44. A grease pit south of CPP-608 has an ecological HI greater than 1.0 from exposure 
to cadmium, chromium III, chromium VI, lead, mercury, nickel, and decanal. Cadmium and mckel are 
native metals that are eliminated as COPCs when compared to lOX background (Rood et al. 1995). 
Table 5-22 provides summary sampling results statistics for soils collected at CPP-44. 

5.3.3.21 CPP-55. An area contaminated with paint solvents, has an ecological HI greater than 1.0 
from exposure to metals (arsenic, chromium III, chromium VI, lead, mercury, nickel, selenium, and 
silver). Arsenic. chromium III, lead, and nickel are native metals that are eliminated as COPCs when 
compared to I OX background (Rood et al. 1995). Chromium is not expected to persist in the environment 
m the chromium VI form (Bartlett and Kimble 1976, Rai et al. 1989). Mercury remains a concern after 
this mitial screening with a maximum concentration of 5.2 mg/kg. The next highest was 0.62. It is highly 
probable that the one sample having the high hit was a small hotspot that would not contribute that greatly 
to average exposure. Table 5-23 provides summary sampling results statistics for soils collected at CPP-
55. 

5.3.4 Perched Water (Group 4) 

Perched water consists of water in the vadose zone that is saturating sediments or basalts above the 
regional aquifer (Figure 5-2 and 5-3). The per:ched water is discussed in Sections 5.1 and 5.2. 
Contaminants already in the perched water are a potential source of SRP A contamination. Contaminants 
of concern (Sr-90) were selected based on transport of the contaminant to the SRPA, and future ingestion 
of SRP A groundwater post 2095. Other contaminants are summarized in the following paragraphs. The 
Perched Water (Group 4) is identified as containing low-level threat wastes. As noted in Section 5.2. 
Table 5-1, the perched water is a result of recharge from man-made sources at INTEC. When INTEC 
operations cease the recharge sources will stop and the perched water bodies will not yield sufficient 
water to be usable to future users. 

As part of the WAG 3 RI. a complete round of groundwater samples were collected during May 
and June 1995 from all perched water wells having sufficient water for sample collection. These data are 
summanzed m Table 5-24. The results of previous groundwater sampling efforts have been described in 
the WAG 3 C omprelzensive Rl!FS Work Plan (LITCO 1995c ). Figure 5-6 shows well locations where 
perched water has been observed at INTEC and Figure 5-7 shows measured Sr-90 activities in the 
perched water. 

The only chemical constituent in the upper perched groundwater zone beneath the northern port10n 
of INTEC detected above either a Federal primary or secondary MCL was nitrate. The MCL for nitrate 1s 
IO mgiL. The highest nitrate/nitrite concentrations (35.4 mg/Lin well CPP 55-06 and 26.8 mgiL m 
well MW- IO) \\"ere measured in the southeastern portion of the northern perched groundwater . 

5-61 
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Table 5-22. S11111ma!~ :.lall:.111.::. 1111 ,1111 l.'11111a111111a111~ at S1h: t ·1 11'-..J..J.J 
... . .,_ .. '·------ - ·---Sutl < ·111Kc111ra111111 

1_111~ kg Ln11111;11l111!.1t1L h!lcJ 111 p< ·, !:.~"!!1~1dul~Jl. ·-

N11111he1 N11111hc1 hL'ljllCIICY 1:-;1,1:1. N11111hL'I 111 A, 1thmct1c Standard of of or B.tckground ' Sample:, < i1 cah.'1 ( 11111,1111111,lllh M11111num r-.fax111111m _ . Mean. I >eviation RMEh Samples l>clecls I >ctci:11011 (111sf.~£ <!r fl( J:.ltl_ .than l!,IL0 J..£11llllld 
••• ~·u., ____ 

---·--A, 2.IEiOOJ 7.ll·•llOJ 4.66E t 00 2.J2E, 00 9.30E tOO 5 5 1011" .. 5.1-iOI: I ()I) 2 lk X.XOE-01 I C,() I: I ()() l.17E•OO J.501:-0 I l.87E,oo (1 4 (17'! II I .XtlE I()() 0 <"d l.hEtOO J 8.-101: • !JO J 4.IJ5Et00 2.58E I OU I.OIEtOI (i 6 100% 2.20E t 00 5 ('1 2.IJJE HJ I J 1.5.JI:, 03 J 5.17E-t02 5.IJIJE t 02 l.72Ei03 6 C, 100% .Ulll:tOI ) <"11 U1% 1()1 J .J.781: till J 2.71EH)I 1.171:1()1 5.05E+Ot (1 6 100% 2.201:,01 J "~~ 2.<,0l:-o I 5.001: I 0() 2..JJE,00 I. 7.JI: t 00 5.91Et00 (1 6 100% 5.001:-02 ,, 
Nt 351:tlll J .l.J.Jl· tO] .I l.54E,02 I. Ill!: 102 3.74Et02 <> 6 100'!:i, .\,:',OF I II I " l'h X.%1110 J 2.Xfl· ,02 J X.C19Et01 1.121:,02 3.11 E i(J2 <, C, 100% l.70E di I . 

' Sh c, hl:-0 I BJ I . % I ()() BJ 1.01)Et00 7.001:-01 2.491: 100 C, , 
50'\, .J.XOI· I()() () 

., 
St• 1.51:-0 I BJ 2.2{)f- I {l() .f I.IXEtOO I ..JSF. t 00 4.08Et00 C, 2 .13': .. 2.201:-0 I 
lh 1.11:-0 I BJ .J.701·-lll BJ J..JOE-01 2.llOl:-0 I 7.401:-0 I (1 , 

50'!u .J .\OE-0 I _, 
/11 .J.1131: till J 1.221:•02.J (>. 7'>E t O I 2. 901: '· 0 I I .2<>E 102 (1 C, 100':i, I :,Ol:•02 () I. I. I I 1" hint,, 
l'lh.tlll' 5.00E-0.1 .I 5.001:-0.1 .I 5 llOl:-OJ NA NA (> 17'},, :'\A :'-;,\ 2- l'l·tt(;Uttlllt'. -1-
hydro\y .J-1lll'lhyl 7.lWE 100 J IJ.501: I()() J X.C>5E t 00 I .201:, 00 I. I II: t O I 6 2 JJ':;, NA l',;,\ I kl'.111,tl 1),()(11:-0J J 9.00E-03J tj 001:-0J NA NA C, 17% NA NA < ltl and ( itl·.t~l' 2.sx·E 10J J J.83Etll3 J .\21Et03 8.84Et02 4.981: t03 6 2 .'\.'\% :'\A NA ···--· 
., '.\ll)J 

• I >upltl·atc ,ampk rcsulls 11crc 11<11 r11dmkd 111 the ,1a11,11cal analysis. 

• ,\naly11cal 1csulls arc from s111J ~amplcs culleclcd lru1111hc surface s<11l 11vcrlying !he pad, grease pll lrcnch and !he sump hclll'alh the grease pll trench l<t·,ult, "" 11111rnlnl 1111hc Tia,·~ 2 ( 11.,ti 
J·mal S,·opmg Summary Hcp<111 OlJ J-10, Rcti:rcncc 10. Analyt11:al llata lkpon, CPl'-44 Grease I'll South of But Id mg h!JN, Nnvcmhcr, J 9•1 l, cl II t ·11 J 

1
1•1.1) 

• :-.ckl·tc1I ~amplcs 11crc analy1ctl li1r 111c1als, V(){ :s. SVO<.'s, l'l 'lh, anil TPII Only those cnnstttuc11ts that wm: 1dc11111icd ahon: tlclcruon 1111111., a"· ,h111111 111 1h,· 1:ihk 

:-..unpin 1qc,·1cd hccan"· of an 1111;i,,q11ahlc 4uah1y ,·onlml para111clc1 arc 11111 mcludcd m thc 1ahlc 

h I I,,. J{\11 r1111,,·n1tat111111s the')~",, 11ppc1 1;1h1,· hJ,ctl on the l'lllJHlll'al rule t'l:i'l .. uf till' 111cas11n,111c111, he w1tlun l\111 s1autla1,t dn 1;111111,- 11f 1hc11 lll<'Jn) 

lh,· J:S.J t I h.,.~;•1111111.J ,1111«·1111:a111111,rq11,·,c1111h,·•h",.11ppn c,mli1k11.:,· h111111R11,11l,·tJI ('l'l:iJ 

llh· .111.11\k \\,1, 11k1111fh:~l 111 lhL".,J01pll' hut Ilic lll1111L'lh.:oil h:,11ll 111J\ n111 he Oll'i"lll~1k 

H II" .n,.,l·.i.· "1'·"1<•1 ,,,!,,,·,.. 1/Jll. hut · 11>1 

• • • . ..... 
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Table 5-23. Summa!)' stallst1cs for s_oil contaminants at Site C'PP-55." 

----------·--· ·--------
Soil Concentration, 

__ ( mgf!'g ( nonradionuclide J or pC'i/g [radionuclide)) 

Number Number Frequency INEEL Numher of 
Standard of of of Background' Samples< ireah:r 

< 011la111111a11h r-.11111111um Max 1111u111 Mean I >cvia111m RMEb ..... ~!llPlc~ ..... lktccts l>ctcctron (mg/kg or pCt/g}. than Background 
·- ······- - - ·-·. --··--·---··· - -- . -- --

.,\~ 1.90Et00 6.IOE+OO 3.00EtOO UIE+OO 5.62E+OO 49 16 33% O.OOEtOO I c, 

As 3.80Et00 l.34Et01 6.34E+OO 1.78E+OO 9.90E+OO 49 49 100% 5.80E+OO 30 

Ba 7.00E+OI 6.09E+02 l.59E+02 1.0lE+02 3.60E+02 49 49 100% 3.00E+02 4 

('d 9.40E-OI l.40E+OO 1.16E+OO l.90E-OI l.54E-t00 49 4 8% 2.20E+OO 0 

Cr l.33E+OI 6.47E+OI 2.54E+OI 9.09E+OO 4.35E+OI 49 48 98% 3.30E-tOJ 6 

Ilg 5.00E-02 5.20E+OO 4.30E-01 l.03E+OO 2.49E+OO 49 24 49% 5.00E-02 22 

Nr l.38E-t01 1.21E+02 2.70E+01 2.04E+OI 6.77E+OI 49 49 100% 3.50E+OI 7 

Ph 4.IOE-tOO 3.20E+OI 9.59E+OO 5.13E+OO l.99E+o1 49 49 100% l.70E+01 2 

Sr-90 4.30E t03 4.80E+03 4.55E+03 3.54E+02 5.26E+o3 5 2 40% 4.90E-01 2 
-·----------

a NOTI:: 

• Durlicate ~ample results were nut mcluded in the statistical analysis. 

• Analyucal results arc from ~amples colkcted from 11 boreholes drilled during the 1989-90 CPP-55 mvcst1ga110n by Golder Associates. Analytical results used 10 develop this table were 
taken from the Closure Report for CPP-55,'Mercury Contammated Arca (DOE 1990) that was provided m the WINCO Track I Decision Document Package OU J-02, Sue cpp,55, 
Mercury Contammarc:d Area South ofCPP T-15 (WINCO 1993). 

• Selected samples were analyt.cd for VOC's, mcrals and radionuchdes as well as the full 40 CFR 264 Appendix 8 and Target C'ornpound I.1st constituents Those constituents 1dcn11ficd m 
rhc Closure Report for CPP-55 ar.: shown m lhe table excepl for the iron and K-40 which were detected but are not considered to be present al ha.rardous concentratmns 

• Three organ11: consurucnls toluene, 4-methyl 2-pentanone, and bis (2-ethylhcxyl) phthalate were detected in the VOC analyses. However, all three were eliminated from further 
cuns1dcrat1un during lhe vahda11011 procedure because all three are recognized laboratory contaminants. 

• Samples reJeCted because of an unacceptable quality control parameter were not included in the table. 

h The RMI: concc111ra110111s the 95% upper value based on lhe empim:al rule (95o/.oflhe measurements lie within two standard devia11uns oflheir mean) 

<: ·1 he INl:H bac~grnund cunccntratmns n:rrcscnl the 95% UJlper ,ontidcncc hmn (Rood ct al. 1995) 

II ·· The analy1c reported value 1s ,. RDI , but ·' IDI. 

NA · Not apphcahlc ---------. ·---- --------·------··-----·---· ---- ---
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Table 5-24. (continued). --------------------------·--- ----------- --

____ . Water concentration, mg/Lor pCi/L 

Arithmetic 
< ·ontarn111an1s Minimum Maximum Mean 

···--··- ----------·· ·----------·. 
I(· C)C) 4 OOE-01 n<>Et02 J 8.96Et01 

·1,,1111111 6.21Et02 7 JOI: 104 2.00Ei 04 

ll-2\.1 I. CJ()E 100 J I 18Et01 4.70Et00 

l 1-2.18 8.00E-01 J 2.70E+OO J l.94E+OO 

Standard 
Deviation RMEb 

l.91E+02 4.72E+02 

2.35E+04 6.70E 104 

3.24Et00 l.12Et01 

6.0SE-01 3.16E+OO 

Number of Number of Frequency of 
Samples ___ Detects-····· _D_e_t_ec_t_ion 

16 

I c, 

16 

16 

14 

14 

7 

7 

44%, 

44% 
-·----··· -··-· - ------------------'------------~---------------· 

< iross A tpha 2.30E+OO 1.14Et03 I .88E+02 

(iross Bda 5.20Et00 5.89E+05 7.00E+04 

a NOTE 

• 1>upl1cate and Q( • sample results were: not included m the stat1st1cal analysi! . 

3.68E+02 9.24E+02 

1.51E+05 J.72E+05 

16 

16 

9 

16 

56% 

100% 

• Analyllcal results arc: from perched groundwater samples collected dunng May and June 1995 as part of the OU 3· 13 RI. Results arc provided m Table 4-2 of the: Ol JJ-1 J RI/FS Part 
A (DOE-ID 1997b) and the ERIS Database. 

• 

. 
Samples \I.ere analyzed for nuscellaneous inorganics, T AL inorganics and radionuchdcs. Only those constituents that were 1den11fied above detection limits in the samples are shown 
111 thc: table except for the follow111g conslltuents which were detected but arc not considered to be present at hazardous concenlrallons. Ca. l'c, Mg, K. Na, Alkahmty, Hie Alkahm:, 
Carbonate, TKN and Ammunra-N. 

Samples reJccted because of an unacceptable qualny control parameter were not included m the table . 

h l"hc RMI·. conccntrJtion ts the 95% upper value based on the ernpmcal rule (95%ofthc measurements lie wnhm two standard dev,allons ofthe1r mean). 

II ( ·11111a1111mmt m associated blank 

I· . l"ht' 1qx>rtcd value 1s ·an esuniatc because of mtcrference 

J · hlmiatcd concentraunn 

N Spiked sample recovery was not w11h111 control hm1ts 

NA Nol applicable 
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5.3.4.1 Northern Perched Groundwater. The highest perched water radioactive contaminat10n • 
occurs beneath the northern portion of INTEC. particularly associated with wells MW-2. MW-5. and CPP 
55-06 (Figure 5-6) .. The maximum gross alpha and gross beta activity measured in the upper perched 
groundwater were 1.140±220 pCi/L and 589,000±2,600 pCi/L, respectively, in well MW-2. At a depth of 
approximately 42 m ( 140 ft). the maximum gross alpha and gross beta concentrations measured m the 
perched groundwater were 137±9 pCi/L and 65.300±600 pCi/L in wells MW-IO and MW-20. 

The most s1gmficant radionuclides in the upper perched water body are Sr-90 and Tc-99. Low 
levels of H-3 were also detected in the upper perched water zone. The low H-3 concentrations in the 
upper perched water zone is a significant contrast to the waste stream that was directed to the INTEC 
disposal well where the vast majority of the associated radioactivity consisted of H-3. Strontium-90 was 
detected in all wells completed in the northern area of the upper perched water zone. The maximum 
Sr-90 concentration detected was 320,000±3,000 pCi/L (well MW-2) followed by I 04,000± 1,000 pCi/L 
(well MW-5) and 66.300±600 pCi/L (well CPP 55-06). The only other fission product detected in the 
upper perched groundwater is Tc-99. Tc-99 has been detected in all wells except CPP 33-4 and MW-6. 
The maximum Tc-99 concentration detected in the upper perched groundwater zone was 105±2 pCi/L in 
well MW-5. 

Two wells (MW-l O and MW-20) are completed in water-bearing zones at depths of approximately 
42 m ( 140 ft). The maximum concentrations for H-3, Sr-90, and Tc-99 from these wells are 
38.000±50 pCi/L, 25,800±30 pCi/L, and 127±2 pCi/L, respectively. A comparison of the water quality 
from the wells completed in the upper perched groundwater body (i.e., at approximately 33 m ( 110 ft)] to 
this deeper zone indicates an increase in both H-3 and Tc-99 concentrations and a decrease in the Sr-90 
concentrations. 

5.3.4.2 Southern Perched Groundwater. Perched water has been identified beneath two areas 
of the southern INTEC. A small perched water body has been identified in the vicinity of building 
CPP-603 and a larger perched water body has developed from the discharge of waste water to the 
percolation ponds. 

Wells that monitor the groundwater quality in the upper perched groundwater zone around 
CPP-603 include MW-7, MW-9, MW-13, MW-14, MW-15, MW-16, and MW-17. From the inorganic 
analysis. only m trate/nitrite was detected at a concentration exceeding the MCL at well MW-15 
( 14.7 mg/L). The radionuclides detected in the groundwater include H-3 (3,360±176 to 
25,700±400 pCliL) and Tc-99 (6.4±0.6 to 23.7±0.6 pCi/L). In addition. Sr-90 and U-234 were detected 
m MW-J 5 at concentrations of 17,200±200 pCi/L and 11.8±1 pCi/L, respectively. 

Perched groundwater in the percolation pond area is monitored by six wells, designated as PW- I 
through PW-6. which monitor the upper-most perched groundwater body associated with waste water 
discharge to the percolation ponds. These wells have been monitored by the USGS since 1987. Wells 
PW-I. PW-2, PW-4. and PW-5 have been sampled on a quarterly basis as part of the INTEC groundwater 
monttonng program smce 1991 ( LITCO 1995c ). 

The waste stream to the percolation ponds is virtually the same as the waste stream formerly sent to 
the disposal wdL ~lost of the historical radioactivity present in the PW-series wells is from H-3, wtth 
Sr-90 prov1dmg a :;econdary activity contribution. According to the USGS monitoring, activities from 
both H-3 and Sr-90 have remained relatively stable with the exception of an increased H-3 activity period 
m mid- I 988. These data are presented in Figure 4-9 of the OU 3-13 R1 (DOE-ID 1997b). 

·., 
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Constituents detected in the upper perched water zone in the vicinity of the percolation ponds that 
exceeded either a Federal primary or secondary MCL include chloride, nitrate, manganese, iron. and · 
Sr-90. Chloride concentrations generally exceeded the Federal secondary MCL of 250 mg/L in all wells. 
Nitrate concentrations exceeded the federal primary MCL of 10 mg/Lin a single sample collected from 
well PW-4 ( 14.1 J mgiL from the October 1993 sample). Manganese concentrations exceeded the Federal 
secondary MCL of 50 µg/L in two samples collected from well PW-2 ( 165 µg/L from the October 1991 
sample and 60.2 µg!L from the August 1993 sample). Iron concentrations exceeded the federal secondary 
MCL of 300 µgiL in one sample collected from PW-1 (3241 µg/L from the April 1993 sample) and the 
first three samples collected from PW-2 (i.e., prior to September 1992). Strontium-90 concentrations 
exceeded the Federal primary MCL of 8 pCi/L in samples collected from PW- I, PW-4. and PW-5 with 
the maximum concentration measured during October 1991 sampling event at PW-I (15.7 pCi/L). 

5.3.4.3 Deep Perched Groundwater. Contamination in the lower portion of the vadose zone 1s 
·different in composition from the upper perched zone. The lower vadose zone perched water 
contamination results from two events during which the INTEC injection well (CPP-23) collapsed and 
service wastewater was released into·the vadose zone above the lower sediment units. The lower vadose 
zone contamination includes Cs-137, Sr-90, plutonium, I-129 and mercury. Deep perched groundwater 1s 

monitored at the INTEC by wells MW-I, MW-17, MW-18, and USGS-50 that are completed in water
bearing zones occurring at depths between 99.4 to 102.4 m (326 to 336 ft), 109.7 to 116.1 m (360 to 
381 ft), 120. l to 126.2 m (394 to 414 ft), and 109.7 to 123.4 m (360 to 405 ft), respectively. Historically. 
two rounds of groundwater samples have been collected from MW-1; one round of groundwater samples 
have been collected from MW-17 and MW-18, and a substantial database concerning radioactive 
contaminants is available for the water quality from USGS-50. Results from these water sampling events 
are described in the WAG 3 RI/FS Work Plan (LITCO 1995c). 

Well MW-I is located in the northern INTEC. The only chemical contaminant to exceed either a 
, Federal primary or secondary MCL was nitrate/nitrite at a concentration of 69.6 mg/L. The radionuclides 
detected in water samples from well MW-I include Sr-90 (4.S±0.4 pCi/L) and H-3 (24,700±400 pCi/L). 
Of these contaminants~ only H-3 was measured above the Federal primary MCL of20,000 pCi/L. Since 
H-3 concentrations in the deep perched water zone are higher than the H-3 concentrations in the overlying 
perched water bodies. the source of this contamination is either from a historical release where the 
contaminants have moved through the system or waste water disposal to the ICPP injection well. 

Well MW- I 8 is completed in the deeper perched water zone near the eastern boundary of the 
INTEC. From the June 1995 sampling event, only nitrate/nitrite concentration at 34.4 mg/L exceeded 
either a Federal primary or secondary MCL. The radionuclides detected in the deep perched groundwater 
at this location include H-3 (73,000±700 pCi/L). Sr-90 (207±2 pCi/L). and Tc-99 (736±61 pCi/L). The 
H-3 and Tc-99 concentrations from this well are some of the highest concentrations measured in the 
perched groundwater beneath the ICPP. 

USGS-50 was originally intended to be completed in the aquifer. but was ultimately drilled to a 
total depth of 123 m (405 ft) to monitor a deep perched water zone. This well is located in the north 
central portion of the facility. The highest concentrations of H-3 and Sr-90 occurred in 1969 and 1970. 
These elevated concentrations were attributed to the failure of the ICPP disposal well where the waste 
water was inJeded into the vadose zone rather than directly to the aquifer. Based on the response 
observed in well L'SGS-50 and the ICPP disposal well records, it appears the injection well failed in 
mid-1967 and allowed approximately 3.41 x 109 L (9.0 x 108 gal) of waste water to be injected into the 
basalt above thi: 69-m ( 226-ft) plug (Robertson et al. 1974). The ICPP disposal well was 'repaired by 
early 1971. It :.1gam failed in the 1970s and was repaired in 1982 . 
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From the May 1995 water sampling of USGS-50, the concentrations of all chemical contaminants 
except mtrateinltnte were below Federal primary or secondary MCLs. Nitrate/nitrite concentration was • 
measured at 31.3 mgtL. compared to the Federal primary MCL of l O mg/L. Radionuclides in the 
groundwater that were detected include H-3 (61,900±700 pCi/L), Sr-90 (151±2 pCi/L), and Tc-99 
(63±11 pCi/L}. The concentrations for H-3 and Sr-90 are within the expected values based on the 
historical sampling conducted by the USGS. 

Well MW-17 1s the only deep perched water monitoring well located in the southern portion of the 
fNTEC. This well has been constructed to monitor three perched water bodies: an upper zone from 55.4 
to 58.4 m (181.7 to 191.7 ft) bis. a middle zone from 80.4 to 83.5 m (263.8 to 273.8 ft) bis. and a lower 
zone from 110 to 116 m (360 to 381 ft) bis. During the May 1995 sampling event, water was only present 
m the upper and lower zones. None of the chemical constituents detected in the groundwater exceeded 
either a Federal primary or secondary MCL. Only two radionuclides (H-3 and Tc-99) were detected in 
groundwater samples collected from MW-17. The concentrations of these two radionuclides were similar 
between the upper and lower perched water zones. H-3 concentrations varied from 25,100±400 to 
25,700±400 pCiiL and Tc-99 concentrations varied from 5.9±0.6 to 6.4±0.6 pCi/L. 

5.3.5 Snake River Plain Aquifer (Group 5) 

The water quality in the SRPA at and downgradient from the ICPP has been adversely impacted 
due to past facility operations. The SRPA (Group 5) is identified as containing low-level threat wastes. 
The majonty of INTEC-related SRP A contamination is due to the disposal of wastes through the ICPP 
mJection well. Contamination in the aquifer is also due to downward migration of contaminants from 
surface soils and perched groundwater zones. The injection well was the primary source for waste 
disposal from 1952 through February 1984 and used intermittently for emergency situations until 1986. • 
The average discharge to the well during this period was approximately 1.4 B Uyr (363 M gal/yr) or 
about 3.8 M L'day ( I M gal/day) (DOE-ID 1997b). It has been estimated a total of 22,000 Ci of 
radioactive contaminants have been released in 4.2 x 1019 L (1.1 x 1010 gal) of water (WINCO 1994c). 
Table 5-25 is a summary of the total curies discharged to the injection well for each radionuclide and 
includes the curies remaining after radioactive decay (DOE-ID 1997b). The vast majority of this 
radioactivity 1s attributed to H-3 (approximately 96%) with minor components of Am-241, Tc-99. Sr-90. 
Cs-137. Co-60.1-129. and Pu. The remedy selection for the SRPA was based on groundwater transport 
modeling used to predict the activities/concentrations of contaminants in groundwater at the time of 
exposure (post 2095 ). This section presents data on the current water quality in the SRP A. 

Since the l 950's, the USGS has installed 33 monitoring wells around the ICPP to characterize the 
occurrence. movement, and quality of the water in the SRPA. The location of the wells completed m the 
SRP A and the frequency of groundwater sample collection by the USGS are provided m Figure 4-12 of 
the OU 3-13 RI (DOE-ID 1997b). The ICPP has a groundwater sampling program of selected SRPA 
wells to sausfy the groundwater monitoring requirements for the RCRA and DOE Order 5400. l. This 
samphng program, implemented in October 1991, uses selected USGS wells and collects samples on a 
quarterly basis to be analyzed for the RCRA groundwater contamination parameters, RCRA drinking 
water parameters. RCRA groundwater quality parameters, and selected radionuclides. The results from 
this sampling program are provided in the WAG 3 RI/FS Work Plan (LITCO 1995c ). 

In :-.fa~ and June 1995. a complete round of groundwater samples were collected from the aquifer 
wells located nc:ar and downgradient from the ICPP (Figure 5-8). The results from this sampling effort 
are provided 111 Table 5-26. The aquifer data summarized in the RI are discussed in the following 
paragraphs .. \n 1::;opleth map of 1995 1-129 ~Qncentrations 1s shown in Figure 1-7 to identify the extent of 
Group 5. A :nap ni the 1995 Tritium plume 1s show11 m Figure 5-4 and the Sr-90 plume 1s shown m • 
Figure 5-5. 
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Table 5-25. Activity ofradionuclides discharged to the ICPP injection well (RWMIS Database) . 

• Pll'aalofi. 
T olal Aa!Yiay TotalAdffltT li,jected Aelmty 

Half Lile IAjcaed ~ Rauiaiq Peraacolma 
Radionuclide (,an) ,en <en ( all.tr decatl Cmn,,1Acti'l'il'P 

I 

A&•IIOm 6.506-01 1-*E-0$ l.34E•l2 0.0 0.00 
Am-2-41 '-llE+-02 3.17E.()4 3.0SE-4' 97.l 0.00 

aa.1~ 3.496-02 S.OSE-G4 U6E-l.56 o.o 0.00 

C-14 S.73E..o3 l.z7E-Ol l.M•OI 99.J 0.00 
Co,141 !.90E-02 l.6SE-G4 3.ISIE-61 o.o 0.00 
c ... 1,1114' 7.aoE-01 1.166-01 2.42E•l4 o.o 0.00 
c .. 1"' 7.30£-0l 1.7$E..OI 2.07E--06 0.0 0.00 
C<>S7 7.40E-OI 6.54E-03 UIE-09 o.o 0.00 
Co-60 ,.m.oo l.49E-Ol a:m,..o:J S.9, 0.00 
Ct-SI 7.59E-02 S.37E-03 Z.916-67 0.0 0.00 

Ct-l34 2.066+00 l.50E..OO 2.03E..QJ 0.1 0.00 
C.137 3.0lE..Ol 2.0SE..Ol 1.19£..01 $7.I a.JO 
C.IJS 6.IOE-OS 2.506-01 O.OOE+OO o.o 0.00 

Eu-1$2 l.36E..OI S.12S-42 4.36E-02 Sl.7 0.00 
Eu-1'4 UOE..00 S.lBE-02 l.9.5E-02 3$.l 0.00 
Eu-U.S 4.966+00 :.2:!E-02 3.43£..QJ IS.5 0.00 
H-3 l.lJE..01 l.136..o4 3.19E+03 11.l 99.44 
Hs-203 1.:%16·01 7.33E-05 3.IOE-42 0.0 0.00 
[.J:Z, 1.571:+07 2.71E-Ol l.71E-OI lOO.O 0.01 
1-130 2.ZlE-02 2..98~1 4.3111:-IS? o.o 0.00 
IC-40 l.21E~ 2.SIE•l:t l.SIE·ll 100.0 0.00 

l.>140 4.60E-03 6.1:?E.()4 O.OOE..00 0.0 0.00 
Mn,,$4 UOE-01 6.5S6-03 7.016--0C 0.0 0.00 
:-lb-9$ 9-'SE-02 .i.63E-Ol .i.17'E-3S 0.0 0.00 
:-l~l37 l,.1.iE..cJ6 S."IE-03 MIE..QJ 100.0 0.00 
Pr-14' 3.:9E-OS 4.47E-Ol O.OOE+OO 0.0 0.00 
Pa-Zll l,7SE..OI l.32!-01 I.J,S-01 87.J 0.00 
pg.139 l..t.4E+04 l.0'6-02 1.0&E-02 9U 0.00 

• Po-13912AO 2.44£+04 J.74E-o2 3.74642 99.SI 0.00 
p,,.z.:o 6.S7E..o3 1.141!-03 l.14E-03 99.9 0.00 
Rb-106 9.ollE-07 4.IIE+OO O.OOE+-00 0.0 0.00 
Ru-103 I.JOE-01 1.4$1:-01 4."9E·J7 0.0 0.00 
R ... 106 1.00£.00 l.70E+OI 6.SSE-<M 0.0 0.00 

Sb-124 l.6SE-OI 2.41E-G4 S.02.E•.6 0.0 0.00 

Sb-125 Z.77E+OO I.S6E;,oo l.2:!E-02 0.7 0.00 
Sr-as I . .SE-01 9.l4E.O, l.71E·?l ~.o 0.00 

Sr0 S9 t.-lOE-01 5.59£...00 4.51E•27 0.0 0.00 
Sr-89t90 2.S6E--OI l.JIE+OO 6.:0E-01 ./.3.! 0.02 

Sr-90 l.!6E.Ol 1.60E.Ot l.7$+-00 S4.S o.: 
u.z:u 2.,1$£..05 USE-02 l.2'E.OZ 100.0 0.00 
U-235 ~.04E..CS l.941:-03 l.~E..QJ 100.0 0.00 
U-236 2.lolE..o7 4.09E-G4 4.09E-<l' 100.0 0.00 
U-231 4.47E.o9 6.IIE-03 6.81£..(D 100.0 0.00 
y.90 7.32£..QJ l.J2E...00 O.OOE..00 0.0 0.00 

~ 6.68£--01 4,6.sE.()4 l.J9E•II 0.0 0.00 

:Z:.9' l.71E-OI l.346-01 :uJE-23 0.0 0.00 

Z:1Nb-9S 1.7SE-Ol !.06E..OI I.J!E-43 0.0 0.00 

Unidcuuficd Alpba 6.36E-Ol 
U 111dc11u1Ctd Seta-Gamma s.m..01 

0111crs·· 6.33£--02 

Tow z.z:E,o04 3.9lE..oJ 100.0 

• Oeca)led to Jaauazy l. lffl 
•• Es111na1e of '11dio11ucliduocller tlllll K·l fn,m l957 ro 1962 [assumms 9S.511toftlle m<alcunes is H-3. Bamoclcup (1966)1 
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5.3.5.1 Cesium-137. According to Bartholomay (1997), Cs-137 has been detected above reporting 
levels through 1985 m wells USGS-40 and USGS-47 at.the ICPP due to liquid-waste discharge to the 
ICPP injection well. During 1982 to 1985, maximum concentrations in wells USGS-40 and USGS-47 
were 237±45 and 200±50 pCi/L, respectively. During 1986 to 1988, Cs-137 was not detected in these 
wells (Orr and Cecil 1991 ). Since 1988, cesium-137 was detected in one sample from well USGS-40 
(70±30 pCi/L on January 15. 1990) and one sample from well USGS-47 (70±30 pCi/L on April 29, 
1992). Cs-137 was not detected in any of the aquifer wells sampled during the WAG 3 RI. The half-life 
for Cs-137 is 30.17 yrs. 

5.3.5.2 Plutonium. Monitoring the quantities of Pu-238 and Pu-239/-240 (undivided) discharged to 
the ICPP disposal well began in 1974. Prior to that time, alpha activity from plutonium disintegration 
was not separable from the monitored, undifferentiated alpha activity. During 1974 through 1985, about 
0.15 Ci of Pu-238 and 0.05 Ci of Pu-239/-240 (undivided) were discharged to the ICPP injection well. 
Dunng the period from 1986 to 1988, approximately 0.06 Ci of plutonium isotopes were discharged to 
the infiltration ponds at the ICPP. The half-lives of Pu-238, -239, and -240 are 87.7, 24, IOO, and 
6,560 years. respectively. 

According to Orr and Cecil ( 1991 ), plutonium has been detected in the SRP A near the ICPP in 
wells USGS-40 and USGS-4 7. Both of these wells are located near the ICPP injection well. In well 
USGS-40, Pu-238 and Pu-239/-240 (undivided) were last detected in January 1987 at concentrations of 
0.47±0:16 pCi/L and 5.5±0.4 pCi/L, respectively. In well USGS-47, Pu-238 was last detected in October 
1983 at a concentration of 0.5±0.06 pCi/L. Since the 1986 to 1988 period reported by Orr and Cecil 
(1991). 

Pu-238 was only detected in a single water sample collected from well USGS-48. The sample was 
collected in October l 990 and had a concentration near the MDL at 0.05±0.02 pCi/L. Between 1992 and 
1995, all plutonium measurements at the INEEL were below the reporting level (Bartholomay 1997). 
Plutonium was not detected in any of the aquifer wells sampled during the WAG 3 RI field investigation 
of 1995. 

5.3.5.3 Americium-241. Arnericium-241 is a decay product of Pu-241 and has a half-life of 
432. 7 years. According to Orr and Cecil ( 1991 ), Arn-241 has only been detected in the SRP A near the 
RWMC and TAN. Since 1988. however, Am-241 was detected in well USGS-44during July 1992 at 
concentrations of 0.07±0.03 and 0.08±0.03 pCi/L, in well USGS-37 during October 1992 at a 
concentration of 0.09±0.03 pCi/L, and in well USGS-85 during June 1991 at concentrations of 
0.08±0.03 pCi/L. During 1992-1995, all other plutonium measurements were below the reporting level 
(Bartholomay 1997). During the WAG 3 RI field investigation in 1995, Am-241 was detected in well 
USGS-42 at a concentration of 0.54±0. 14 pCi/L. 

5.3.5.4 /odine-129. From 1953 to 1983. an estimated 0.01 to 0.136 Ci/yr (0.56 to 1.18 Ci) of I-129 · 
were contained in the wastewater discharged to the disposal well (Mann et al. 1988). For l 984 to I 986, 
the annual amount of 1-129 in the wastewater discharged to the ICPP percolation ponds ranged from 
0.0064 to 0.039 Ci. 

Four rounds of groundwater samples ( 1977, 1981, 1986, 1990, and 1991) have been collected by 
the USGS from the SRPA at the ICPP (Mann and Beasley 1994). According to Mann and Beasley 
( 1994 ). ··rn I 990 and 1991 concentrations of 1-129 in water samples from wells that obtain water from the 
Snake Ri•:,:r PJam aquifer ranged from 6.00E-7±2.00E-7 to 3 .82±0.19 pCi/L. The mean concentration m 
water from J:, \\t.:l1s was 0.81:t0.19 as compared to 1.3±0.26 in 1986." Mann et al. (1988) reported a 
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similar decrease m 1-129 groundwater concentrations between the 1981 and 1986 sampling events. The 
distribution ofl-129 in the SRPA for 1990-91 is provided in Figure 1-7. • 

Durmg the WAG 3 RI, I-129 was detected in wells USGS-67, LF2-12. and LF3-08 at 
concentrations of 1±0.3 pCi/L, 1.2±0.3 pCi/L, and 0.9±0.3 pCi/L, respectively. Two of these wells are 
located several miles downgradient from the ICPP. The limited amount of I- I 29 contamination m the 
aquifer 1s consistent \\'Ith the observations made by Mann et al. ( 1988) where decreasing 1-.129 
concentrations were attributed to decreasing 1-129 disposal and the change in disposal techniques. The 
half-life of 1-129 1s l .57E+07 years. 

5.3.5.5 Tritium. A H-3 plume has developed in the SRP A from disposal of liquid wastes at the 
INEL. The prmc1ple sources of H-3 in the aquifer have been through injection of liquid wastes through 
the disposal well at the ICPP and discharge of waste water to the infiltration ponds at the ICPP and the 
TRA. It is estimated approximately 30,900 Ci of H-3 have been discharged to the SRP A at the ICPP 
since 1952 (Orr and Cecil 1991). Of this amount, approximately 22,200 Ci were discharged via the 
disposal well at the ICPP. The remainder of the H-3 was discharged to the aquifer via the ICPP 
percolation ponds. 

According to Orr and Cecil (Page 30, 1991), "Tritium concentrations in water from the Snake 
River Plam aquifer decreased by as much as 39,000 pCi/L during 1986-1988. By October 1988, tritium 
concentrations ranged from 700±200 pCi/L to 61,600±1,100 pCi/L and the tritium plume extended 
southwestward m the general direction of ground-water flow. The size of the plume in which tritium 
concentrations exceeded 500 pCi/L decreased from about 51 mi2 in October 1985 to about 45 mi2 in 
October 1988. The area of the plume containing tritium concentrations in excess of the MCL of 
20,000 pCi/L (EPA 1989, p. 551) decreased from 4.4 to 2.8 mi2

.' The reduced concentrations of H-3 
were attributed to radioactive decay processes, overall reduction in H-3 disposal rates, dilution from 
recharge. and changes m the disposal methods 

The d1stribut1on of H-3 in the SRP A for May 1995 is shown in Figure 5-4. The size of the plume 
that exceeds the federal drinking water standard of20,000 pCi/L is approximately 3.3 km2 (1.3 mi1

), 

significantly smaller than the 7.3 km1 (2.8 mi2
) reported in October 1988. 

5.3.5.6 Strontium-90. A plume of Sr-90 has formed downgradient from the ICPP primarily m 
response to the lCPP disposal well. According to Orr and Cecil (page 32, 1991 ), "in October 1985, the 
size of the stronuum-90 plume where concentration exceeded 6 pCi/L was about 2 mi2 (Pittman et al. 
1988, p. 53 ): the concentrations of strontium-90 in wells 57 and 47 were 74±5 and 63±5 pCi/L, 
respectively. Strontmm concentrations decreased as much as 33 pCi/L during 1986-1988. By October 
1988, strontium-90 concentrations ranged from 8±2 to 48±3 pCi/L. and the area of the strontium-90 
plume had decreased to approximately 0.8 mi2. The strontium-90 concentrations in wells 57 and 47, both 
within the plume. decreased to 41±3 and 48±3 pCi/L. respectively." They attributed the reduced areal 
extent and concentration of Sr-90 to the diversion of liquid radioactive wastes from the disposal \1/ell to 
the infiltration ponds m addition to radioactive decay, diffusion. dispersion. and dilution from natural · 
recharge. Smee 1989. concentrations of Sr-90 in water samples from most wells have remained relauvely 
constant. 

The lhstnbuuon of Sr-90 in the SRPA for May 1995 1s provided in Figure 5~5. The areal extent of 
the Sr-90 plume has decreased between October 1988 and May 1995. consistent with the previous trend. 
The maximum Sr-90 concentration detected in the aquifer was 84 pCiiL in well MW-18. 'Histoncal Sr-90 

• 

concentrations for the CSGS and CPP aquifer wells were provided m the WAG 3 RI/FS Work Plan • 
{LITCO 1995c 1. 
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5.3.5.7 Technetium-99. Tc-99 was identified in 32 of the 44 wells sampled during the WAG 3 RI. 
The highest concentrations of Tc-99 were identified in the north central portion of the ICPP in wells 
MW-18, USGS-4 7. and USGS-52 having concentrations of 448±4 pCi/L, 235±3 pCi/L, and 174±2 pCi/L, 
respectively. The Tc-99 plume extends to the southwest of the ICPP and includes wells USGS-123, 
USGS-57. and USGS-39. The maximum Tc-99 concentration outside the ICPP security perimeter fence 
is 49 pCi/L m well USGS-123. 

Chemical constituents detected in SRP A at the INEEL have in the past included total chromium, 
sodium, chloride. and nitrate. During the WAG 3 RI, water samples were collected from all aquifer wells 
and analyzed for CLP metals plus zirconium. From the 44 wells tested, only the water sample from well 
LF2- l l exceeded a federal primary or secondary MCL. The magnesium concentration in LF2- l l was 
measured at 62.8 ~tgiL, compared to a federal secondary MCL of 50 µg/L. This well is located 
approximately three miles downgradient from ICPP and since magnesium was not measured in other 
wells above the federal secondary MCL, this contamination is not likely associated with the ICPP. 

5.3.6 Buried Gas Cylinders (Group 6) 

Site CPP-94 includes an area about 2.4 km (1.5 mi) northeast of the INTEC along the south side of 
a dirt security road. Four exposed gas cylinders have been observed at the site and are believed to contain 
hydrofluoric acid. Site CPP-84 is located outside the INTEC fence line, east of Lincoln Boulevard and 
south of the Big Lost River. An estimated 40 to 100 cylinders were disposed in a trench at Site CPP-84. 
The safety hazards associated with CPP-94 and CPP-84 are similar. The potential for cylinder 
over-pressurization and bursting is considered to be the most serious hazard at both sites. Hydrofluoric 
acid is very corrosive, reacts violently with moisture, and can generate explosive concentrations of 
hydrogen gas. Fluoride, a chemical residual of hydrofluoric acid reactions, is a potential health and 
ecological hazard. No known release of the cylinder contents has occurred. As no sampling activities 

. have been conducted at these sites, no sample results or sampling statistics are available. The buried gas 
cyiinders (Group 6) are considered to contain low-level threat wastes. 

5.3.7 SFE-20 Hot Waste Tank System (Group 7) 

A preliminary investigation conducted in 1984 indicated that the tank liquid and sludge contain 
elevated levels of Cs-13 7, Cs-134, Co-60, Sr-90, and isotopes of europium, plutonium, and uranium. 
Previous spills within the tank vault and pump pit contained similar contaminants. Site CPP-69. soil 
contammation is associated with CPP-VES-SFE-20. Soils beneath the tank vault have not been sampled 
due to inaccessibility. There is no evidence·that the vault has leaked. The soils were not included as a 
source in the vadose zone and groundwater models used for risk assessment. The SFE-20 Hot Waste 
Tank System (Group 7) is identified as containing principal threat wastes. 

In February 1984. liquid and sediment samples were taken from the tank interior, vault floor, and 
pump pit (Table 5-27). The analysis consisted of only Co-60, Cs-137, Cs-134, Eu-152, Eu-154. Eu-155. 
Sb-125. total strontium, and plutonium and uranium isotopes. The reported concentrations of Cs-137. 
total strontium. and plutonium isotopes in the single tank liquid sample were 2,050,000; 9,700.000: and 
17.600.000 pC1:l. respectively (WINCO 1984). For the same radionuclides. the concentrations m the 
tank sediment sample were reported at 55,400,000.000; 4,700.000.000; and 93,500,000 pCi,'L, 
respectively. fhree samples were collected from the floor (two liquids and one sediment). The reported 
concentrations 1n the two liquid floor samples for Cs-137 (analysis for total strontium and plutonium 
isotopes was not requested) taken from the south and center vault floor locations were 905.000 and 
248.000.000 pC1 I.. respectively. The reported concentrations of Cs-137, total strontium, and pitHOn!um 
isotopes in the :-ed11rn:nt sample collected on the north end of the vault were 8,920.000: I. 720.000: and 
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79.200 pCug. respectively. For the same radionuclides, the concentrations in the pump pit sediment 
sample were 2,290.000; 5,890,000: and 3,0 IO pCiig, respectively. Only Cs-13 7 at a concentration of 
76,000 pCliL was reported for the pump pit liquid sampling (WINCO 1984). 

There are no data available for nonradioactive constituents; however, the tank contents may contain 
inorganic and organic constituents that were associated with the operation of the CPP-603 spent fuel 
storage pool filtration system. It should be noted that generally, longer lived radionuclides (i.e .. those 
havmg half-lives greater than 10 years) are of most concern and thus, those with shorter half Jives were 
not summanzl!d m this section. 
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Table 5-27. Summary analytic~! results for the SFE-20 _~ot waste tank system. 

-------------------
ldenlltil.'allon Number and 

I urn11on Tr~~- Co-60 ('5.137 Cs-134 Eu-152 Eu-154 Eu-155 Sb-125 Sr Pu u• --- ·- ---------·- . ... -·----·· -- ----
1{;11lioi,01opk rnnlcnt of ,ml·ar~ and ~amplcs of SFE-20 area (Sample concentration (pCi/smear fsear samples!, pC'i/g fsolidsl or p('i/ml. (liquids!) 

1'1pL·, (l'\ll'l lor,) and S111e..11 7 <,8Et1>2 h h h 

,,.,lh (lllh.:11111) Ill 

pu111p p11 1111d11 ..ty 
hd\\ Cl'II < 'PP-<,42 
and pll flour. 

2 l'qics and walls 111 Smear 8 97E+03 - • ·--a b -·-h b 

pump pH I to :? fl 
from hollllnl 

Wall,, tloor, and Smear 5.S4E+OI l.39Et04 5.92E+OI S.84E+02 5.70E+U2 1.21E+02 - h b 
··-b 

t·c1ling of access 
tunnel. 

4 Rcprcscntallve areas Smear 2.19E+03 
of vault walls. 

v, 5 SFl·.-20 tank . Smear 1.SIE+OO 5.84E+04 9.84E+OI l.20E+03 7.70E+02 2.04E+02 • b - b b 

....J ( ex tenor) . 
\C) 

7 Areas of apparent Smear 9.51 E+OI 4. 16E+04 - • - • - • • b b b - -· -- -
seepage on walls 

8 Floor-south end of L1qu1d 5.83E+OO 9.05E+02 l.35E+OO - • • --• b - b b 

\'aull. 

l) Floor -center sec11on. L1qu1d l.05E+02 2.48Et05 I .55E+OO -· --• - . --• 1.71 EHJ5 L02E+U2 ., I .60E-04 

IO SFE-20 lank mlcrior. l.1qu1d 7.43Et01 2.05E+03 7. 76E+()(l - I - • 7.32E+OI 9.70E+03 1.7<,Et04 .:.I .60E-04 

11 Floor-north end of Dry Solids 2.15E+04 8.92E+06 I .06E+04 l.50E+05 l.31E+05 4.73E+04 I. 72Et0(1 7.92E+04 b 

\'aull. 

12 Uottom <, 111.-tanl... Wet Solids 3.27E+05 5.54E+07 l.62E+05 l.38E+05 l.21E+05 - • - • 4.70E+ll6 9.35Et04 1.91E-03 
interior. 

13 Bottom of pump pll. Wet Solids 2 38E+04 2 29Et06 U3E+04 5.65E+04 4.62E+04 2.05Et04 4.73E+04 5.89E-t06 3.0IE+03 b 

14 l'ump p11-sump l.1qu1d 7(, • --• h b 

....... j 
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Table 5·27. (contmucd). 
' --- -------- ~,.., .. _,.,, __________ ,.. ... ____ ,, .. _ "'"'· 

Ra-22<1 Th-2.\2 __ ,, ___ 
·---- - .. SJm,pl~ Numb~1 --~~!E_ K-40 

\ual),i, fur Sl-'1-'.-20 ,urr:m· ,oil \ample!> (Sample concu11ra1ion Jp('i/gl) 

2 21JE•III I 71il:tlll l 22Et1KJ 2 11.11: t IKI 

~ 4 4111: ,1111 J 
I I XI:• llll 2 lilll:, IHI 

2 281:tlll ,, '.lhtllll 2 101:,00 

4 2 . .1'.IE I Ill .I 171:, 111 

:i .143EtOI 2 1JIE1UI 

I he 11111t of1111:a~mc, l11r lhamum (ll) wa, rcpuncd m g/1. 

J h11t11pc hchm ,lctccunn hnnt 

h :\naly,1, ,,.,a, 11111 tc4uc,11:J I >cc1,mn wao baoctl un earlier Alpha Scan re,ults 

l' ,\n~h~!' !~nt pcrtormcd Analy,cd only sampks expected tn show highest cnncentrallons 
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6. CURRENT AND POTENTIAL SITE AND RESOURCE USES 

The ong111al mission of l:'\TEC \\as to reprocess spent reactor fuel elements to recover highly 
1.·nri..:heJ uranium. In 1992. the mission was changed and the facility no longer reprocesses spent nucle;:ir 
fuels. The current mission of INTEC 1s to provide safe intenm storage of spent nuclear fuels. provide 
resean:h and development support for the disposition of these fuels in a federal geologic repository. 
manage other HL W. manage wastes from past reprocessing and D&D act1\·1tics. and deveh)p 1mpn)\ cJ 
\\ aste management techniques. 

6.1 Current Land Uses 

lhc l\:E.1-:L cons1sb of approximately 2.305 km: (S'>O 1111:) (230.266 ha [569.000 acres]). The 
111~1.1on1y of this land. approximately 98" "· has not been impacted by DOE site operations. Only 2°;, o t' the 
l \.TEL has been 1111pacted by Stte operations. Past use of the !NEEL as a Department of Defense target 
range has resulted man area of greater than 518 km= (200 m1~) contaminated by unexploded ordnance. 
Land uses for the entire !NEEL are currently restricted and controlled. There are no areas of current 
res1Jent1al land use withm the INEEL boundaries. The typical };\/EEL land use consists of wild! 1ft: 
management areas. gO\·emment industrial operations areas. and waste management areas. Some 
recreational use. such as hunting, 1s allowed in designated areas during selected periods of time whH:h are 
.:on trolled by the DOE and the Idaho Department of Fish and Game or Native American Treaties. 
:\ddiuonally. the DOE through the BL~f leases land parcels for commercial use. such as sheep grazing. 

Current land-use rs government-controlled industrial use. It is termed "controlled" because there is 
no unrestricted public access to the INTEC and !NEEL. Although there are public highways that tra\·ersc 
the !NEEL activities beyond the highway right-of-way are controlled and restricted by fences and 
secunty guards. For example, access to INEEL facilities require proper clearance. training. or t!scort and 
self-imposed (DOE) controls to limit the potential for unacceptable exposures. 

6.2 Reasonably Anticipated Future Land Use 

Pl:111nmg a:-.:-.umptions in the l:'\:EEL Comprchcns1w Facility Lmd Cse Plan (DOE-ID l 998d) arc 
tnat the !'.\EEL \\ill n:ma1n under gon:mmt!nt management and control for at least the next 100 years. 
Fuwre gon:rnment management and control becomes increasingly uncertain with time. Regardless or the 
t"uture use of the land now occupied by the !NEEL the federal government has an obligation to pro\·1de 
adelJUate institutional controls ( i.e .. limit access) to areas that pose an unacceptable health or safety nsk l\l 

the public and workers unul that risk diminishes to an acceptable! kvel for any intt!nded uses . 
. \..:hicn~ment of this obligation hinges on Congress appropnat111g sufficient funds to the responsible 
c!,1, ..:rnment enl!ty charged to mamtam tht! institutional .:ontrols tor as long as necessary and as long a:, 
the t'cderal government of the United States remains \·iable. No residential development (i.e .. ht>usingJ 
1\ ill be allO\n:d to occur wHhm !;\EEL boundaries during the next 100 years. Grazing will be allowed to 
L,,111111ul:' 111 the buffer area . 

.-\i.:rnss the I NEEL it is anticipated that there will be a mix of land uses to include unrestricted 
mdustrial uses. government-controlled industrial uses. unrestncted areas. controlled areas for wildl1fr 
management and conserYation. and waste management areas. However. the unrestricted areas are 1101 
pl:lnneJ tor res1Jen11al Je\·elopment during the next l 00 years. hHun: land use scenarios are 1dent1 licJ ;11 

t!1t: /.,>11g- l--.:r111 I.and l ·s.: Fuwre So:11'triosfr1r rlie Idaho .\'<1tio11a/ E11gi11eeri11g Laborato,j· 
1 J)< ll:-11) l lJ95a1. fh1:, Jo..:uml."nt \\ as Je\:doped u.smg a :,takt!holder proce.;s that mvol\·ed a puhliL 
:i:1n1.:1:1:1t1,111 t'uru111. a publ!i.: 1.·om111ent pennd. and the l'.\FE!. ( ·1t1zens' :\d\"isory Board (C.-\B). l'h.: 
;':1=<:,: j'.ir:1,::p:11:,111 1;1rurn 111e111her,h1p 111..:luJcJ 1111:'!llher, frllll1 !111.· Inca! counties and c1t1e~. th\." 
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Shoshone-Bannock Tribes. the BL~!. DOE. LS. Forest Service. L .S. :-.:ational Park Sen,·ice, Idaho 
Depanment of Transportation. Idaho Fish and Game. and eight business. education. and citizen 
organizations. In addition. the EPA. and JOH\\' participated in an ex-officio capacity. Following review 
and comment by the public participation forum. the document underwent a 30-day public comment period 
and was subsequently submitted to the CAB for review and recommendations. ;-.;o recommendations for 
residential use of any portions of the 1:-.:EEL until at least year 2095 have been received to date. 

Areas of the !'.\EEL are expected to be either industrial or non-industrial for the next I 00 years. In 
the northern area of the !NEEL potential industrial use of the land for a spaceport is being considered. 
The non-industrial areas are expected to in\·olve grazing and similar activities. In addition. the !NEEL is 
currently a '.\ational Environmental Research Park and is expected to remain so for the foreseeable future. 
This future use is expected to last until at least 2095. 

The reasonably anticipated future use for WAG 3 until 2095 is as a government-controlled 
industrial facility. The industrial area is expected to involve activities such as national laboratory research 
and development or handling, treatment. and disposal of radioactive materials. The industrial operations 
assumptions include a I 0-ft basement scenario. Section 11 of this document discusses institutional 
controls to be implemented at OU 3-13 CERCLA sites. An Institutional Coritrol Plan for specific sites 
will be developed during RD. Section 21.1 of the FFA,CO provides EPA site access with or withou~ prior 
notification. The Institutional Control Plan will include provisions that any lease or privatization effort 
by DOE will include EPA access. 

6.3 Basis for Future Land Use Assumptions 

The projection for future land use at INTEC is based upon: 

• DOE projections for the future of its national laboratory research and development activities 
and nuclear reactor programs 

• The presence of active industrial and research facilities 

• The presence of an industrial infrastructure 

• :-.:o apparent non-industrial uses. other than grazing within the !NEEL 

• Recommendations from the !:-.:EEL CAB and other stakeholders regarding future use 
assumptions. 

6.4 Groundwater Uses 

Current SRPA groundwater use at 1:,..;TEC is for drinking and irrigation. Groundwater is extracted 
from several production wells. which are located upgradient of WAG 3 groundwater contamination. 
There is no current water usage from regions of the aquifer that ha\·e been contaminated above '.v1CLs 
unmediately do,, ngradient of 1;-.;TEC. Future groundwater use from contaminated portions of the SRPA 
outside of the current l'.':TEC security fence will be restricted by institutional controls until 2095. 
Folio\\ Ing 2095. it is anticipated that groundwater in the SRPA will be a\'ailable for all us~s. 
Gn..lund\\ater contamination from I\TEC is not expected to migrate past (\EEL boundaries. Water use 
rc~tricuons during: the restoration time frame,, ill apply onl~ inside the l'.\EEL boundaries. 

• 

• 

• 
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There is no current or future planned groundwater use from the perched water zones. The perched 
water zones are transient and are not capable of producing sufficient water for domestic or other uses . 

6.5 Groundwater Classification and Basis 

The INTEC is located above the SRPA. The eastern portion of the aquifer was granted sole source 
aquifer status by the EPA on October 7. 1991. Three categories of aquifer protectiveness are applied 
under Idaho regulations: (I) Sensitive Resources. (2) General Resources. and (3) Other Resources. Since 
no previous action to categorize the SRPA under state regulations has occurred, the aquifer defaults to the 
"General Resources" category. General Resource aquifers are protected to ensure that groundwater 
quality standards are not exceeded. State water quality standards are specified by the Idaho Groundwater 
Quality Rule, the fdaho Water Quality Standards. and Wastewater Treatment Requirements. Idaho's 
groundwater standards incorporate 10 CFR 20 Appendix B. Table 2 and 40 CFR 141 and 143 . 
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7. SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS 

7 .1 Human Health Risk Evaluation 

The purpose of a human health risk assessment (HHRA) is to evaluate potential adverse impacts to 
human health resulting from exposure to site-related radioactive and nonradioactive contamination. The 
HHRA approach and results are summarized in this section. First. Section 7.1.1 summarizes the 
conservative screenings perfonned to identify sites or sources of contamination and CO PCs by media. 
Contaminated media evaluated in the HHRA. at OlJ 3-13 include soil. groundwater, and air. The release 
sites sources. CO PCs, and COPC concentrations for each of these media were evaluated independently, 
primarily due to the complexity of the groundwater evaluation and the number of soil sites. These 
screenings were summarized and the results \Vere then used as input in the performance of the baseline 
HHRA. This assessment is summarized in Section 7.1.2. A somewhat different grouping of sites was 
used in the Rf..'BRA ( DOE-ID 1997b ); hovvever. the risk results are presented herein by the seven groups 
described in Section 4 of this ROD. 

7.1.1 Derivation of Exposure-Point Concentrations 

Generally, the analytical results of the field investigations conducted since 1991 were used to 
estimate exposure point concentrations for each site-related chemical. This was accomplished by 
implementing the measures below for each retained site: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Extract (by site) contaminant of potential concern (COPC) concentration data from the 
Environmental Restoration Information System (ERIS) or from appropriate information 
sources 

Eliminate data that were rejected per the method validation 

Eliminate data that indicated probable blank contamination 

Segregate quality control data (e.g., blanks. duplicates) 

Average duplicate results 

Assume nondetects are one-half the reported sample quantitative limit 

Aggregate data by individual COPC 

Aggregate COPC data by select depths. i.e .. surface and surface - subsurface (see Table 7-1) 

Calculate the 95° o upper confidence level ( LCL) of the arithmetic mean for each COPC by 
select depths (EPA 1992a) 

Assess appropriatene:.s of the 95°,1 L'CL \Crsus maximum concentration (EPA 1992a) 

Select appropriate concentration estimatt.! 

Cakulatt.! contaminant conct.!ntration and or contaminant mass . 

, - I 
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Table 7-1. Results of the site and chemical screening processes. 

OC,Site 

3-01 CPP-61 

PCB Spill in CPP-718 Transformer Yard-Radiological contamination 

3-02,'CPP-23 
CPP Injection \Veil 

3-02:CPP-37A 
CPP Gravel Pit # I 

3-02/CPP-378 
CPP Gravel Pit #2 

3-0:?. CPP-65 
Sewage Treatment Plant 

3-03CPP-67 
CPP Percolation Ponds# I and P:2-Sediments 

- ., 

cores • 
Cesium-137 
Strontium-90 
Technicium-99 

OsmiumJ 
Cesium-137 
Europium-152 
Europium-154 
Strontium-90 

Arsenic 
Americium-24 I 
Cesium-137 
Cobalt-60 
~eptunium-23 7 
Plutonium-238 
Strontium-90 
Uranium-235 
L'ranium-238 

Aroclor-1260 
Kepone• 
Arsenic • Americium-241 
Cesium-137 
Iodine-129 
:-..ieptunium-237 
Plutonium-238 
Strontium-90 
L'ranium-235 
L'ranium-238 

Will be evaluated 
only as a source of 
recharge to perched 
zones and SRPA. 

Americium-241 
Cerium-144 
Cobalt-60 
Cesium-134 
Cesium-I 37 
lodine-129 
;s;eptunium-23 7 

Plutonium-2Jx 
Plutonium-239 -240 
Ruthenium- I 06 
:\ntimony-125 • Strontium-90 
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Table ].;1. (continued). 

3-05:CPP-14 
Imhoff Tanks 

3-0S!CPP-14 
Plant Site 

3-0SiCPP-14 
Drain Field 

3-06:CPP-33 

OL' Site 

Contaminated Soil in the Tank Fam1 Area ~E of CPP-604 

3-06. CPP-34 
Soil Storage Area in the NE Corner of the ICPP 

3-06 CPP--10 

Lime Pit at the Base of the CPP-6() I Bem1 and French Drain
Radiological Contamination 

3-07 CPP-~O 

CPP-(1!J-I RaditJacti\e Waste L"nloading .-\rea 

COPCs 

Tritium 
Cranium-234 
Uranium-235 
Cranium-238 

Aroclor-1260 
Benzo( a )pyrene 
Phenanthrene3 

Cadmium 
Cesium-137 
Neptunium-23 7 
Strontium-90 
Cranium-235 

Aroclor-1260 
Americium-241 
Cesium-137 
Neptunium-237 
Antimony-125 
Strontium-90 
Uranium-234 
Uranium-235 
Uranium-238 

Phenanthrene3 

Arsenic 
Neptunium-237 
Strontium-90 

Arsenic 
Americium-241 
Cesium-137 
Neptunium-23 7 
Plutonium-238 
Plutonium-239,240 
Strontium-90 

Arsenic 
Cesium-137 
~eptunium-23 7 
Plutonium-238 
Strontium-90 
Uranium-234 
Cranium-238 

Cesium-137 

Americium-2-11 
Cesium-134 
Cesium-137 



Table 7 -1. (continued). 

3-07,CPP-25 
Contaminated Soil in Tank Farm Area ~orth of CPP-604 

3-07,CPP-26 
Contaminated Soil in Tank Farm Area Steam Flushing-Operation 
inside the Tank Farm perimeter 

3-07/CPP-28 
Contaminated Soil in the Tank Fam1 Area South of WM-181 by 
\'alve Box A-6 

3-ll, CPP-31 
Contamin:ued Soil in Tank Farm . .\ren South of Tank \\"\1-1 X3 

-.4 

, 
COPCs • Cobalt-60 

Europium-154 
Septunium-237 
Plutonium-238 
Strontium-90 
Technicium-99 

Americium-241 
Cesium-134 
Cesium-137 
Cobalt-60 
Europium-154 
~eptunium-23 7 
Plutonium-238 
Strontium-90 
Technicium-99 

Americium-241 
Cesium-137 
Europium-154 
Plutonium-238 
Plutonium-239 
Strontium-90 
Uranium-234 • Uranium-235 

Cerium-144 
Cesium-134 
Cesium-137 
Cobalt-60 
Europium-154 
Neptunium-23 7 
Plutonium-239 
Plutonium-240 
Plutonium-241 
Plutonium-242 
Ruthenium- I 06 
Strontium-90 
Tritium 
Cranium-234 
L:ranium-235 
L:ranium-236 

Cesium-134 
Cesium-137 
Cobalt-60 

Europium-154 
Plutonium-239:-240 • Ruthenium- I 06 
Strontium-90 
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Table 7-1. (continued}. 

QC.Site 

3-07,CPP-3:!W,E 
Contaminated soil in the Tank Fam1 area of Valve Box 8-4 

3-07/CPP-79 
Tank Farm Release '.'/ear Valve Box A-2 

J-07;CPP-83 
Perched \Vater 

3-08/CPP-13 
Pressurization of the Solid Storage Cyclone NE of CPP-13 

3-08:CPP-15 
Soh·em Burner East of CPP-605-Radiological Contamination 

3-08 CPP-27 
Contaminated Soil in Tank Fam1 Area East of CPP-604 and CPP-33 

3-os err-:-:-

COPCs 
Uranium-235 

Cesium-137 
Europium-154 
Strontium-90 

Americium-241 
Cesium-137 
Plutonium-238 
Strontium-90 
Uranium-234 
Uranium-235 

Arsenic 
Chromium 
Americium-241 
Strontium-90 
Technicium-99 
Tritium 
Uranium-234 
Uranium-238 

Arsenic 
Zirconium3 

Cobalt-60 
Cesium-134 
Cesium-137 
Europium-154 
Strontium-90 
Technicium-99 

Thallium3 

Zirconiuma 
Americium-241 
Cesiurn-137 
Europium-154 
Neptunium-23 7 
Plutonium-238 
Plutonium-239i-240 
Tecnicium-99 
Uranium-235 

Americium-241 
Cesium-137 
Europium-154 
,eptunium-23 7 

Plutonium-238 
Plutocium-239 -240 
Strontium-90 
L'ranium-235 

-\ mericium-241 

1 



Table 7-1. (continued). 

OL Site 
CPP-633 Decontamination Spill 

3-08. CPP-36 
Transfer Line Leak from CPP-633 to WI- I 02 

3-09. CPP-0 I 
Horizontal Settling Basin. and Vertical Settling Pit and Soil Adjace~t 
to SW-048 Dry Well and CPP-303 Dry Well-Environmental Release. 

3-09, CPP-02 
French Drain 
\Ve!)t of CPP-603 

3-09 CPP-03 
Temporary Storage Area SE of CPP-603 Stockpiled Soil 

3-09 CPP-04 and CPP-05 Contaminated Soil Around CPP~603 
Settling Tank 

3-lll} CPP-116 
Trl!n~h Ea:,t l)f <.:PP-ll11., Fud Storagl! Ba:,in 

.., _,, 

1 . 

COPCs • Cesium-137 
Europium- I 54 
Plutonium-238 
Plutonium-239 
Strontium-90 
L'ranium-235 

Americium-241 
Cesium-134 
Cesium-137 
Europium- I 54 
Plutonium-238 
Plutonium-239 
Potassium-40 
Strontium-90 
Cranium-234 
liranium-235 
Uranium-238 

Americium-241 
Cobalt-57 
Cobalt-60 
Cesium-137 
Europium-152 • Europium-154 
Europium- I 55 
Plutonium-239 
Strontium-90 
Uranium-235 

Suspected Cesium-
137 
Suspected 
Strontium-90 
Suspected Tritium 

Cesium-137 
Europium- I 52 
Strontium-90 

Cerium-144 
Cobalt-60 
Cesium-134 
Cesium-137 
Europium-152 
Europium- I 54 

Europium-155 
L:rani'um-235 

Cesium-137 • Strontium-90 
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Table 7-1. (continued). 

OlSite 

J-091CPP-08 and CPP-09 CPP-603 
Basin Filter System Line Failure and Soil Contamination \:ear '.'JE 
Comer of CPP-603 South Basin 

3-09iCPP-10 
CPP-603 Plastic Pipeline Break 

3-09/CPP- I I 
CPP-603 Sludge and Water Release 

3-09/CPP-1 7a 

Soil Storage Area South of CPP Peach Bottom Fuel Storage Area 

3-09/CPP- I 7b 

Soil Storage Area South of CPP Peach Bottom Fuel Storage Area 

3-09/CPP-l 9 
CPP-603 to CPP-604 Line Leak 

3-09 CPP-22 
Particulate Air Release South of CPP-603 

3-09 l'i·P-<·9 

:\banJoncJ Liquid RaJJl)acti\ c \\'astl.! Storagc Tank CPP \'ES-SFE-20 

COPCs 

Cesium-137 
Europium-152 
Europium-154 
Strontium-90 
L'ranium-235 

Cobalt-60 
Cesium-137 
Europium-152 
Europium-154 
Europium-155 
Strontium-90 
L:ranium-235 

Arsenic 
Thallium3 

Cesium-137 
Cobalt-60 
Europium-154 
Neptunium-23 7 
Strontium-90 

Cesium-137 
Europium-152 
Europium-154 
Strontium-90 

Cobalt-57 
Cesium-137 

Arsenic 
Calcium•.h 

Americium-241 
Cobalt-60 
Cesium-134 
Cesium-137 
Europium-152 
Europium-154 
Europium-155 
\:iobium-95 
Plutonium-239 
Strontium-90 
Uranium-235 

Cesium-137 
Strontium-90 
Technicium-99 

Cobalt-60 
Cesium-134 

, 



Table 7-1. (continued). 

Ol' Site 

3-09 CPP-78 
Contaminated Soil West of CPP-693. East of Dry Fuel Storage Area 

3-1 O,CPP-46 
CPP-637 Courtyard Pilot Plant Release-Radiological Contamination 

3-l liCPP-58W/E 
Subsurface release of contaminants associated \vith PEW spills 
and CPP PEW Evaporator Overhead Pipeline Spills 

3-12/CPP-80 
CPP-60 I Vent Tunnel Drain Leak (VT-300) 

3-13,CPP-85 
WCF Blower Corridor 

3-13 CPP-~7 
\'OG BIO\\l!r Cell Floor Drain. Sump and PE\\' haporator Feed 
Pump Cell 

-_;-,; 

.. .. 

COPCs • Cesium-137 
Europium-152 
Europium-154 
Europium-155 
Plutonium-239-"-240 
Antimony-125 
Strontium-90 

Strontium-90 

Cesium-134 
Cesium-137 
Strontium-90 
Technicium-99 

Americium-241 
Cesium-137 
Europium- I 54 
Plutonium-238 
Plutonium-239 
Strontium-90 
Uranium-235 

Chloride3 • Sulfate3 

' Zirconium• 
Cerium-144 
Cesium-134 
Cesium-137 
Europium-154 
Europium-155 
Plutonium-238 
Plutonium-239i-240 
Ruthenium- I 06 
Antimony-125 
Strontium-90 

Cobalt-60 
Cesium-134 
Cesium-137 
Europium-154 
Strontiuni-90 

Arsenic 
Barium 
Cadmium 
Chromium 
Lead~· 
\-tercury • Cobalt-60 
Cesium-134 



Tab'le 7-1. (continued). 

• OL'.:Site 

3-IJCPP-88 
Radiologically Contaminated Soils .\tap 

3-13:CPP-89 
CPP-6041605 Tunnel Excavation. 

3- I JiCPP-90 
CPP-709 Ruthenium Detection 

• 
3-13,CPP-91 
CPP-633 Blower Pit Drain 

3-13, CPP-92 
Soil Boxes \Ves1 ofCPP-1617 

• 
... • <) 

COPCs 
Cesium-137 

Arsenic 
Thallium3 

Cesium-137 
Strontium-90 

Americium-24 I 
Cesium-134 
Cesium-137 
Cobalt-60 
Iodine-129 
Neptunium-23 7 
Plutonium-238 
Plutonium-239.'240 
Strontium-90 
Antimony-125 
Uranium-234 
Uranium-235 

Benzo(a)pyrene 
Phenanthrene3 

Arsenic 
Thallium3 

Cobalt-58 
Cesium-134 
Cesium-137 
Europium-155 
Niobium-95 
Strontium-90 

Arsenic 
Manganese 
Thalliuma 
Cesium-137 
Strontium-90 

Americium-241 
Cesium-134 
Cesium-137 
Cobalt-60 
Europium-152 

Europium-154 
Iodine-129 
Neptunium-237 
Plutonium-238 
Plutonium-239i240 
Strontium-90 
Antimuc'.y- l 25 
L'ranium-234 
Lranium-235 

1 



Table 7-1. (contmuedJ. 

OL' Site 

3-13 CPP-93 Simulated Calcine Trench 

3-JJ,,\Vindblo,\n Area (OL' 10-06) 

a. So toxicity \ alue is a\·ailable. This will be further discussed in the uncertainty· section. 

COPCs 

Aluminum 
.\:tercury 

Americium-241 
Cesium-134 
Cesium-137 
Potassium-40 
Plutonium-238 
Plutonium-239 
Plutonium-240 
Strontium-90 
Uranium-233 
L' ranium-23 5 

b. Calcium is further evaluated since its concentration is about 9.67 times greater than background concentrations . 

- - l ll 
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7 .1.2 Site/Source and Contaminant Identification 

7.1.2.1 Soil. This section summarizes the identification of sites and COPCs assessed in the HHRA 
for soil contamination. First. the sites that were designated "No Action" or "No Further Action" in the 
Track I. Track 2. or RI/BRA were eliminated based on whether the soil concentration exceeded the. 
PR Gs. These sites either: (a) contain no source of contamination, either through process knowledge or as 
a result of sampling activity: or, (b) contain no source of contamination because of remediation. All 
signed and pending decision statements were reviewed during the RliBRA to ensure that the assumptions 
on v.fach these recommendations were based remain valid (see Section 4.8). The second step of the site 
screening process was based on the results of previous risk evaluations. All sites for which preliminary 
risk evaluations using Track I or Track 2 methods have shown cancer risk or hazard levels to be less than 
I x I o·h or an HI< 1.0. respectively. were eliminated from further evaluation. The contamination 
screening process was perfonned for each of the retained WAG 3 release sites. Historical sampling data 
were used to identify COPCs present in soils at the WAG 3 sites. The list of contaminants was reduced 
by eliminating contaminants with observed concentrations less than INEEL background concentrations, 
by eliminating contaminants with detection frequencies less than 5% (i.e., one detect in 20 samples equals 
a 5% frequency of detection) and without evidence of release at the site, and by consideration of whether 
or not the contaminant is an essential nutrient. Because substances that are essential nutrients can be toxic 
at high concentrations, the latter screening step was only applied at sites where essential nutrient 
concentrations are less than IO times the background concentration. The results of the site and ' 
contaminant screening are presented in Table 7-1. Soil concentrations for assessment were then 
calculated for sites of concern as discussed in Section 7.1.3 of the RiiBRA (DOE-ID 1997b). 

7.1.2.2 Groundwater. This section summarizes the identification of COPCs and sources, and the 
modeling to determine groundwater contaminant concentrations. Groundwater COPCs were identified 
using three steps. First, an initial set of contaminants was identified by comparing the maximum 
concentrations measured in the aquifer and perched water to the limiting concentration defined by either 
the water concentration based on a I E-06 risk level, an Hf of I, or the applicable MCL. The second 
identification step designed and applied a screening process to evaluate the potential for groundwater 
contamination from contaminated soils. Soil contaminants were evaluated for their maximum risk in the 
alluvium pore-water, their propensity to infiltrate through the alluvium, and the predicted reduction in 
activity due to radioactive decay. These first two steps used field data presented in Section 5.1 of 
Appendix F of the OU 3-13 RliBRA. including maximum observed concentrations of individual chemical 
species and the associated risk. The field data included: ( l) sampling and analysis of aquifer and perched 
water, (2) service wastewater source logs. and (3) sampling and analysis of soil contamination. 
Contaminants of concern based on other factors such as water sample infonnation and soil contamination 
screens. were identified in the third step. As a result, three nonradionuclides and 10 radionuclides were 
identified as COPCs in groundwater as shown in Table 7-2. The identification and evaluation of the 
contaminant sources for the groundwater pathway are discussed in Section 5.2 of Appendix F of the 
OU 3-13 RliBRA (DOE-ID 1997b). 

The contaminant transport modeling was limited to three nonradionuclides (arsenic, chromium. and 
llll!rcury) and JO radionuclides (Am-.241. Co-60. Cs-137. H-3. 1-129. '.\p-237. Total Pu, Sr-90. Tc-99, and 
combined uranium). Each COPC was incorporated in the model using the mass (radionuclide activity is 
cotwl!rteJ to mass units) defined from the known releases. sen·ice waste. soil contamination, or TRA 
discharge to the aquifer. These contaminant mass sources were modeled as either a uniform release over 
a kno,\n time frame. a ,ariable release over a known time frame. or a one-time release at~ particular 
time. For the simulations. the plutonium isotopes were combined into a Total Pu run and the uranium 
isotopes are combined into a Total L run . 

--11 



Table 7-2. Summarv of the identified uroundwater COPCs. 

C"OPC:> Based on \\.'ater Samples 

:\1.juifor Based 
COPCs 

Am-:?41 

H-3 
J. J :?9 
:,..;p-237 

Sr-90 
Tc-99 

u-234 
U-238 

Additional COPCs 
Based on Perched 

\Vater 

'.\one 

Additional COPCs 
Based on Soil 

C oncamination 

Arsenic 

Chromium 

Co-60 

U-235 

Pu-2.38 
Pu-239 

Pu-240 

Additional COPCs 
Based on Other 
Considerations 

Cs-137 
\.fercury 

Final list of the 
COPCs for the 
Groundwater 

Pathwav 

Arsenic 

Chromium 

!\.fercury 

Am-241 

Co-60 

Cs-137 

H-3 

1:129 
i\p-237 
Total Pu 

Sr-90 

Tc-99 

Total U 

The total mass or activity of the contaminants at the general source location was divided into more 
specific locations and given the best estimate of time during which the releases occurred. Table 6-1 and 
Figure 6-1 of Appendix F of the OU 3-13 RliBRA report summarize source locations and simulation time 
frames for each of the contaminant sources. Section 7 of Appendix F of the Ol.i 3-13 RJ/BRA presents 
the vadose zone and aquifer simulation results. Table 6-4 of the Ol.i 3-13 RI/BRA ( DOE-ID 1997b) 
presents a summary of the results by COPC. 

The aquiler transport simulation results consist of contour plots of the peak concentration at eight 
different time frames centered about the ;vtCL. contours of either the HI or risk number. depending on 
applicability. for eight time frames centered on the Io·" risk ( or HI = I ). and the time history of the peak 
concentration and corresponding risk for the entire aquifer. for the Test Reactor Area footprint and the 
J~TEC footprint. (TRA is an upgradient source of tritium and chromium to l:\"TEC.) Tables 6-5 to 6-8 
of the Rl,BRA present result summaries by COPC. 

Concentrations for each contaminant \vere calculated as maximum values to coincide with the 
I 00-ycar future residential scenario time frame over the entire WAG .3 and therefore is the same 
regardless of location within the INTEC. This \\as the only scenario for which groundwater was 
considered a pathway. The risk calculated for the SRPA are on-Site risks. There are no projected 
off-l~EEL impacts to downgradient SRPA users. 

7.1.2.3 Air. Area-weighted concentrations \\ere calculated using the soil concentration tem1s 
prepared for each group and site within l:\TEC that are presented in Sections X through .26 of the 
OL' 3-13 RI BRA 1:;ee Table 7-3 of this ROD). For the ori:,ue \\Orker scenarios. COPC concentrations in 
the I). to 15-cm (0- to 0.5-ft) depth r;mge were usec.l. For the future residential scenario. CQPC 
concentra11ons in :..oil 111 the 0- to 3.05-m (IJ- to IO-ft) depth rangl! \\Cr!.! used. The individual site 
com:cnmuions \\ere then used to estimate the conta111111a111 air cnnccntrations due to emissions that may 
re~ult from multiple s11cs or concern\\ ithin \L\(j .3. Tl11-, 111ctlll)dl1lo~y i:-. presented in Section 7.1.3.2 
.md 2-2 of the OL' 3-13 RI BR:\ !DOE-ID J<)lf7hl. b1ch COPC co111:cntration term ,\as calculatr.!d a:-. .rn 
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, 
• Table 1·3. COPC ex12osure-12oint concentrations in air. 

Current Onsite Worker Future Onsite Worker Future Onsite Resident 

Fugitive Dust Volatiles Fugitive Dust \'olatiles Fugitive Dust Volaules 
COPCs lm~(m 3 or eCi.m'l 

l , c· , (m!l;im3
) < . , c· 'l l 

(mgm·i (mg m· ore 1.m·) mg:m· ore I'm· !m~m·) 

Aroclor-1260 1.9E-II l.6E-13 

Benzo( a )pyrene l.SE-12 8.4E-16 1.5E-12 8.4E-16 1.6E- I 2 5. 7E-16 

Aluminum 7.1 E-07 

Arsenic l .2E-09 I .2E-09 7.4E-08 

\.langanese 3.2E-09 3.2E-09 3.4E-09 

\1ercury 8.3E-l0 

l.;ranium 5.1 E-09 5.1 E-09 4.JE-09 

Am-241 4.5E-06 3.9E-06 I. IE-05 

Ce-144 4.6E-07 9.5E-46 I.JE-45 

Co-57 4.4E-l0 l .2E-50 I .7E-50 

Co-58 

Co-60 5.1 E-06 !.OE-I I 7.4E-l l 

Cs-134 1.5E-06 3.6E-2 l 8.5E-21 

Cs-137 5.0E-04 5.0E-05 2.JE-03 

Eu-152 l.3E-04 8.IE-07 2.4E-06 

• Eu-154 I.OE-04 3.9E-08 I.OE-07 

Eu-155 I .4E-05 1.2E-1 I 2.2E-I I 

H-3 2.7E-07 9.7E-IO 5.4E-09 

1-129 3.1 E-06 3.1 E-06 l.2E-06 

K-40 3.0E-07 

'.\ib-95 4.4E-l 2 

~p-237 I .JE-06 I .JE-06 l.4E-06 

Pu-238 5.5E-06 2.5E-06 4.2E-06 

Pu-2J9.'240 l.7E-06 1.7E-06 3.2E-06 

Pu-.241 5.4E-07 

Pu-242 3.8E-09 

Ru. Rh-106 2.9E-07 4.6E-37 L8E-J7 

Sb-1.25 l.7E-07 .2.3E-IX I.SE-18 

Sr-90 .2.1 E-04 1.9E-05 6.JE-04 

T~-99 6.4E-07 6.4E-07 I .6E-06 

L·-.2:q 2.1 E-06 .2. 11::.-06 I.SE-06 

U-235 5.oE-08 5.nE-fJX 5.8E-08 

L'-236 9.0E-11 

L'-2.:SX 1.-E-llo 1.-E-IJ(i 1.4E-06 

• i!1.li...:.1t ... ·, 1·1.11 :ih .. ' .. ·,111t.11n::1.111t ;, "hl! .1 ( 1 JPt, in !h1..• :11;.:dium 1,r .it :1~:.· .. ,r..· 
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7.1.2.4 a\·erage \ alue o\·er the entire WAG 3 are and therefore. the same value is .used regardless of 
location within l~TEC. 

7.1.3 Human Health Risk Assessment 

The OL' 3-13 HHRA methodology is presented in Section 7 of the OL' 3-13 Rf,BRA 
( DOE-ID 1997b). This methodology was applied consistently for all retained sites within WAG 3. The 
HHRA e\'aluated risks due to exposure to COPCs through soil ingestion. fugitive dust inhalation. VOC 
inhalation. external radiation exposure. groundwater ingestion, ingestion of homegrown produce. dermal 
absorption of groundwater. and inhalation of water vapors during indoor \\:ater use. The approach is 
described in the following sections. 

7.1.3.1 Exposure Assessment. The exposure assessment stage of the human health risk 
evaluation process estimates the exposure route. magnitude. frequency. and duration of exposures that 
receptors may experience due to contact with con~aminants at a speci fie site or group of sites. The 
primary purpose of the exposure assessment is to estimate total dose for a receptor that can later be 
compared with chemical-specific dose response data to estimate cancer risk and the likelihood of other 
noncancer adverse health effects. A conceptual site model (CSM) was prepared to identify receptors and 
exposure routes under current and future land use conditions ( Figure 7-1 ). The CSM illustrates the 
contaminant sources, primary release mechanisms, secondary sources and release mechanisms, exposure 
pathways, exposure routes, and receptors speci fie to WAG 3. Aspects of the exposure assessment process 
are described in more detail below. 

7.1.3.2 Identification of Potentially Exposed Receptor Populations. The identification of 
potentially exposed receptor populations includes consideratio_n of applicable current and future land use 
scenarios. A discussion of these scenarios at the fNEEL is found in Section 7 of the BRA. As shown by 
the CSM, potential receptor populations include occupational site workers and hypothetical future 
residents. The current land use includes continued use of operating facilities. Access to these facilities is 
controlled: therefore. the only potential receptor is an occupational worker during the current land use 
scenario. 

Because current industrial uses at \V AG 3 are expected to continue in the future, the future land use 
scenario included occupational workers. Also. for the purposes of the WAG J HHRA, it was assumed 
that residential development may occur and thus. exposures to hypothetical future on-Site residents may 
occur and were e\'aluated. The residential receptor is assumed to be an adult for all potentially complete 
pathways: additionally. a child receptor was included in the soil ingestion pathway assessment. For this 
pathway. the child and adult parameters were a\·eraged on a time-\\eighted basis. Child exposures were 
evaluated specitically for the soil ingestion exposure route because children have the potential for much 
greater exposure ,·ia this route. The timing for the future land use exposure sc.enarios \Vas assumed to be 
11)0 years in the future for both receptor populations. 

7.1.3.3 Identification of Potential Exposure Pathways. The CS\1 for WAG 3 includes 
~C\ era) exposure pathways and associated routes that \\ ere selected for further evaluation based on 
proces!) and release history. The completeness of exposure pathways and routes arc expected to vary 
bet\\een release :;ttes according to the prest!nce or absence of site-related chemicals or the presence of 
engmec.!ring foatures or artifacts that prenmt exposure from taking. place. Exposure pathways ernluated at 
each ~ite of conct:rn are summari.led in Table 7--L Site-specitic features that influenced the completeness 
of path\\ a~~ :me.I e,po~ure routes are de:,;~nbed -.t:paratdy for each site in Sections X through ~6 of the 
OL' 3-13 RI BRA. 
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Table 7-4. Potentially complete exposure pathways quantitatively evaluated for WAG 3 and associated 
soil depths by exposure route. 

Potentially Exposed 
Receptor Scenario 

Occupational 
worker 

Residential 

Occupational 
worker 

Current land use 

Future land use 

Future land use 

Potentially Complete Exposure Pathways and Soil Depths by 
Exposure Roule 

Inhalation of voes (0-15 cm (0-6 in.»· 
Inhalation of airborne particulates (0-15 cm [0-6 irL)1 

Ingestion of surface soil (0-15 cm (0-6 in.»•· 
External radiation (0-1.22 m [0-4 ft]t 

Inhalation ofVOCs (0-3.05 m (0-10 ft]t 
Inhalation of airborne particulates (0-3.05 m (0-10 ftDc 
Ingestion of surface soil (0-3.05 m [0-10 ftDc 
Ingestion of homegrown produce (0-3.05 m [0-10 ftDc 

. Ingestion of groundwater 
External radiation (0-3.05 m (0-10 ft]t 

Inhalation ofVOCs (0-15 cm (0-6 in.])8 
Inhalation of airborne particulates (0-15 cm [0-6 in.]1 
Ingestion of surface soil (0-15 cm [0-6 in.»• 
External radiation (0-1.22 m (0-4 ftD1t 

a. Exposure is assumed to be limited to surface soil. Surface soil is considffl:d as the top 0-lScm (0-6 in.): 

b. Exposure is assumed to be limited to the O ~ 1.22-m (0-4-ft) interval for undisturbed soil. Contamination below that depth is 
;assumed to be shielded by the top soil 

c. Exposure is assumed to be possl"'ble for all contamination within the O to 3.QS.m (0 ·to I 0-ft) interval because of the c:scavation 
required fora basement. Conceivably. soils across the interval have the potential to become surface soil thus aJlowingeq,osun: 
to occur to the hypothetical resident. 

7.1.4 Toxicity Assessment 

Toxicity values were used to assess potential adverse effects to humans from COPCs at WAG 3. A 
toxicity value is the numerical expression of the substance dose-response relationship used in the risk 
assessment. Toxicity values for the CO PCs. consisting of slope factors for carcinogens, and reference 
doses for noncarcinogens, were obtained primarily from HEAST and the IRIS database. Slope factors 
and reference dose values are presented in Section 7.2 of the OU 3-13 RI/BRA (DOE-ID 1997b). 

7.1.5 Human Health Risk Characterization 

The human health risk characterization is presented as both cancer risk and noncarcinogenic hazard 
to a potential rc:ccptor. Potential concern for noncarcinogenic effects of a single contaminant in a single 
medium is expressed .JS the HQ, which is the ratio of the estimated intake derived from the contaminant 
concentration in a given ~edium to the contaminant's reference dose (RfD). A RID is defined as a daily 
exposure level of a contaminant for humans that will not produce deleterious effects during a lifetime. By 
adding me HQs for all contaminants within a medium or across all media to "'r.:ch a given ;,opulatio11 
may be reasonably exposed, the HI can be calculated. nie HI expresses noncarcinogenic effects ol 
multiple contaminant exposures within a single medium or across media. Potential carcinogenic risks are 
expressed as an estimated probability that an individual might develop cancer in their lifetime frora 
exposure. This probability is based on projected intakes and chemical-specific, dose-response data called 
slope factors (SFs). Slope factors and the estimated daily intake of a compound, averaged over a lifetime 
of exposure, are used to estimate the incremental risk that an individual exposed to that compound may 
develop cancer. 
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7. 1.5. 1 Potential Human Health Risks Due to Soil Exposures. The intake equations used to 
calculate the scenario-specific intakes from contaminated soils are presented in Section 7 of the OV 3-13 
RI/BRA (DOE-ID 1997b). These intakes and the available toxicity information were then used to 
estimate the increased cancer incidence and noncarcinogenic hazards. The results of the soil exposure 
risk calculations are presented by site in Sections 8 through 26 of the OU 3-13 RI/BRA (DOE-ID 1997b). 
As discussed below. these risks were evaluated cumulatively in Section 28 of the OU 3-13 RliBRA 
( DOE-ID 1997b). There are no noncarcinogenic risks above unity for the future on-Site resident. The 
projected excess risk of incurring cancer for a future onsite resident from soil exposure is 2 in 100. 

7.1.5.2 Potential Human Health Risks Due to Groundwater Exposures. The current 
cancer risk and noncarcinogenic hazard associated with ingestion of the contaminated groundwater by a 
future on-Site resident at the year 2095 are presented in the OU 3-13 RI/BRA (DOE-ID 1997b ). 
Table 27-3. The predicted increased cumulative cancer risk due to all CO PCs in groundwater south of the 
INTEC fenceline are 5 in 100,000, and exist only ifno action is taken under OU 3-14. Plutonium is 
predicted to have a peak concentration of 36.2 pCi/L in the year 3085. The predicted activity and related 
risk was based on conservative groundwater transport modeling that will be further evaluated in the 
OU 3-14 RI/FS. The dennal and inhalation routes from groundwater exposure were evaluated. but were 
eliminated because the contaminants are not volatile and are not readily absorbed through the skin. 
Therefore, the risk associated with these exposure routes was detennined to be insignificant. 

7.1.5.3 Potential Human Health Risks Due to Air Exposures. The intake equations used to 
calculate the scenario-specific intakes from the inhalation of fugitive dust and volatilized contaminants 
are presented in Section 7 of the OU 3-13 RI/BRA. These intakes and the available toxicity information 
were used to estimate the increased cancer incidence and noncarcinogenic hazards (Tables 7-5 and 7-6). 
The results indicate that the increased cancer risk from exposure to area-weighted air concentrations is 
less than I E-06 under all three scenarios. The noncarcinogenic hazard for this pathway was found to be 
well below a HI of l for all three scenarios. As discussed below, these risks were evaluated cumulatively 
in Section 27 of the OU 3-13 Rf/BRA report (DOE-rD l-997b). 

7.1.5.4 Cumulative Risk Presentation. Cumulative cancer risks and noncarcinogenic hazards 
associated with WAG 3 were estimated by summing all risk contributions across all pathways and · 
exposure routes for all contaminants. Risk contributions from the groundwater and air pathways were 
added to risk contributions from the soil pathway at each group and site within WAG 3. The results are 
presented visually in Section 27 of the OU 3-13 RI/BRA (DOE-ID 1997b). From these results Tables 7-7 
and 7-8 were developed. This table presents the COCs identified by the HHRA and the corresponding 
cancer risk for each group of sites by exposure scenario at WAG 3. 

7.1.6 Human Health Risk Uncertainty 

:'vtany sources of uncertainty are introduced during the risk assessment process, beginning with site 
investigations and sampling and analysis through risk characterization. Site-specific uncertainty is 
discussed separately for each release site in Sections 8 through 26 of the OU 3-13 RI/BRA. A summary 
of uncertainty sources and their potential effects on the risk evaluation is given in the following 
paragraphs. 

7.1.6.1 Exposure Pathways. Generally, pathways and exposure routes were evaluated in the 
Ou 3-13 RI BRA according to their potential risk contribution. Exclusion of less significant pathways 
may underestimate the total risk to human health. Howe\·er. those pathways not quantified were 
estimated to represent small sources of exposure and \\ ere not expected to influence risk management 
tkcis1ons. 

7-17 



~tany of the sites are rarely. if e\·er. \ isited by onsite workers. The actual exposure time is 
significantly lower than the values used in human health risk assessments ( i.e .. IO hr'd) and therefore risk 
calculations likely represent an overestimate of the actual risk. 

7.1.6.2 Contaminant Fate and Transport. \.\'ith the exception of radionuclides. the evaluation 
of human health risks assumed that em·ironmental media concentrations determined from sampling will 
remain at the same le\'els O\'er the assumed periods of exposure. This assumption is likely to result in an 
on:restimation of risk. since concentrations are expected to decline over the long-term as natural 
processes degrade. dilute. or remove site contaminants. The rate of the these natural processes in the 
contaminated media are unknown. therefore. the magnitude of the overestimate is difficult to determine. 

7.1.6.3 Exposure-Point Concentration. The exposure-point concentrations used for assessing 
risks associated with the reasonable maximum exposure case were either the maximum detected value or 
the upper 95th percentile of the mean value (whichever is less). ~ondetected values were treated as 
concentrations equal to half the detection limit. This procedure would overestimate the risk except in 
cases where the actual concentration of the chemicals is belO\v the detection limits. 

7.1.6.4 Exposure Levels. The amount of exposure that an indi\·idual receives is highly dependent 
on their acti\'ity patterns. There is considerable variability regarding the values assumed in calculating 
human intake factors. For instance. estimates of soil ingestion rates for all populations are subject to 
ongoing debate. This may again result in overestimating or underestimating the risk on an individual 
basis. Additionally, exposure levels estimated for this project did not take into account the fact that 
individuals such as onsite workers would be required to wear personal protective equipment (PPE) when 
working in contaminated areas. This results in an overestimation of risk for these potential receptors. 

7.1.6.5 Cancer-Risk Estimates. The predicted cancer risk in humans due to chemical exposure 
(i.e., nonradiological) is often based on cancer dose-response data in animals. There is a long-standing 
controversy in the scientific community as to the best way by which cancer-dose response data obtained 
from animal studies should be extrapolated to humans. In general, the EPA follows a consen:ative 
procedure in deriving slope factors. so cancer risk estimates due to chemical exposure based on these 
\alues are likely considerably higher than the true ri.sks. 

7.1.6.6 Computer Modeling. A computer model was used to estimate exposure concentrations of 
site-rc!latec.l chemicals in ground\,;·ater. These values were subsequently used to estimate chronic daily 
mtakes. and subsequent total cancer risk and noncarcinogenic hazard. Numerical predictions of 
contaminant fate and transport in the me.lose zone and the aquifer were based on: (I) hydrogeologic data 
fom1ing the conceptual models for both zone:;: ( 2) contaminant release source term estimates: and 
(3) estimates of the contaminant-soil-basalt chemical interactions. The uncertainty in the conceptual 
model and its parameterization was qualitati\ely assessed. This uncertainty may have lead to either an 
O\ er estimation or under estimation of risk. L ncertainty in source term estimates, including the volume. 
mass and content~ and in the interaction of the contaminant with the soil and basalt, parameterized as the 
1.foanbution coc:fticient or KJ; cannot be quantified accurately. The predicted contaminant concentrations 
.m: much more sensitive to these latter two parameter rnlues than the first. The uncertainty associated 
\\ 1th thl! u:-.e or a computer model to estimate groundwater exposure concentrations is discussed in detail 
111 Sectton fl or the OL' 3-13 RI BR.-\. 
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Table 7-5. Cancer risks due to COPC concentrations in air . 

• Current Onsite Worker Future Onsite Worker Future Onsite Resident 

Inhalation of Inhalation of Inhalation of Inhalation of Inhalation of Inhalation of 
COPCs Fugitive Dust Volatiles Fugitive Dust Volatiles Fugitive Dust Volatiles 

Aroclor-1260 - - :--:TD \TD 

Benzo( a )pyrene 2E-14 IE-17 2E-14 I E-17 2E-14 8E-18 

Aluminum ~TD 

Arsenic I E-15 I E-15 I E-13 

\fanganese NTD \TD :,../TD 

\1ercury NTD 

L'ranium :--iTD :,./TD NTD 

Am-241 4E-!5 3E-15 IE-14 

Ce-144 I E-18 2E-57 JE-57 

Co-57 JE-.23 8E-64 I E-63 

Co-58 

Co-60 SE-18 2E-23 IE-22 

Cs-134 I E-18 2E-33 6E-33 

Cs-137 2E-16 2E-l 7 IE-15 

Eu-152 2E-16 !E-18 4E-18 

Eu-154 2E-16 SE-20 2E-19 

Eu-155 JE-18 JE-24 SE-24 • H-3 6E-22 2E-24 I E-23 

1-129 9E-18 9E-18 JE-18 

K-40 SE-20 

~b-95 JE-25 

:--:p-237 I E-15 ! E-15 IE-15 

Pu-238 JE-15 2E-15 3E-15 

Pu-239'240 IE-15 I E-15 2E-!5 

Pu-241 - 5E-16 

Pu-242 2E-18 

Ru Rh-106 8E-19 I E-48 5E-49 

Sb-125 2E-20 3E-3 l 2E-3 I 

Sr-90 JE-16 3E-17 I E-15 

fr-99 4E-20 4E-::'.O I E-19 

L' -234 7E-16 :E-16 5E-16 

L' -235 2E-J: 2E-I 7 ZE-17 

L. -236 JE-20 

L-2JX 5E-16 5E-!o 4E-16 

Tota! C.rnci:r Risk 3E-14 IE-I"" ~E-14 ! E-17 2E-l3 XE-IX 

lnJ1i: .. 11\,·, th.Jt th.: .:\1111.nt11r1.1nt ; ... rn,r .1 l 1 >P( :11 !hi: 'l1t.•J1,1t11 ,"r .H tht: ,,1i: 

• , ID :;1J1'"·.1ti._· .. th.It :,,\i...it·, .!Jt.11 .... nt\t ,l\.11:..1hk· 

'.'. [ lJ 



Table 7-6. :--.:oncarcinoi::enic hazards due to COPC concentrations in air. • Current Onsite Worker Future Onsitc \\'orker Future Onsite Resident 
Inhalation of Inhalation of Inhalation of Inhalation of Inhalation of Inhalation of 

C:OPCs Fu~iti\'e Oust Volaulcs Fu~iti\'e Oust \'olatiks Fugitive Oust Volatiles 

Aroclor-1 .'.?60 ;-..;TD STD 
Bcn10( a Jp~ rcne ,To :-.:TD ,TD !\'.TD ~TD ,To 
Aluminum ,TD 
Arsenic ,To :",;TO :,..;ro 
~tangancse 4E-06 5E-07 5E-07 

\tc:rcur~ I E-07 

L'ran1um :--:TD '.'JTD NTD 
Am-.'.?4 I 

Cc-144 

Co-57 

Co-58 

Co-60 

Cs-134 

Cs-137 

Eu-15.'.? 

Eu-154 

Eu-155 • H-3 

1-1:?9 

K-40 

Sb-95 

:-.:p-:?37 

Pu-:?J~ 

Pu-:?39 :?4o 

Pu-:?4 I 

Pu-:?4:? 

Ru Rh-106 

Sh-1:!5 

Sr-90 

Tc-99 

l' -.'.?:--i 
L .., •• ·-·'' 
l -.'.?;h 

L -~)i-

r Hf,d 'tlf1 ..... lh,0 lth';,!~"~J ... 

! l.u.,r.! -H:-oo 11E-1)1l ~ I:-11 - 11): -(}() IJE-07 ()[-f I() 

(11,!.\.JI~' lll..11 •:::\.• ..,,,t!IJltU~i.111( 1, :11,1 .I ( C IJ'( :n ;!~..: ,n.: .. !..im., ,!, !!i..: .. If~ • '! I> ,u"':- .... 11 .. •, •h.1: ·.,,,~~l:!:,1 .. 0 .i: 1,.11:.,h1\." --···-.,· ·--" - - ....... ,, -·~~-
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( iruup Sik' ( '0111am!11~!.!_~_!dcntilied _ . ··--· .. __ _ Risk Assessment Results" Conclusions and Rei:ommendations 

Sile·~ ,1f I \du~i, L' ( "l'P-02: Radionuclitk·s 
< i1,it111d\\;IIL'I ( ·onccrn 
I( ·1 111-02.-~ l. -Ii). -1111, 

( 'l'P-23: Radionuclide~ 
-XII. -X.l. -X7. -X9) 

( 'l'P-65: Low levels of 
radionudides and 
Ill Of g,111 i CS 

( 'l'l'-<ilJ: Radi111111clides 
and metals( 'Pl'-80: 
Rad ionm: I idc~ 

l 'l'l'-XJ: Radiomrdides 
and metals 

( 'l'l'-02: Unknown potential for groundwati:r cu11ta111inati1111, 
site included in the groundwater model. 

CPl'-2.t Significant potential source of groundwater 
contamination, site included in the groundwater niodd. 

CPP-65: Significant source of water, insignificant source of 
ground-water contamination, site included in the groundwater 
model. 

CPl'-69: No identified source, site not included in rhe 
groundwater model. 

CPl'-80: Unknown potential for groundwater contamination, 
sire included in rhe groundwater model. 

CPl'-83: Significant potential source ofgroundwarcr 
contamination, site included in the groundwater model. 

( 'l'l'-87: Radionudides CPP-87: No identified route for contamination transport to 
the aquifer, site not included in the groundwater model. 

l 'l'l'-XlJ: Radionudidc~ CPl'-89: Unknown potential for groundwater contamination, 
and metals site. Included in the groundwater model. 

Tank l.ir111 Radionuclidcs al :ill 
(l'l'l'-211 25. -2h. -28, siles 
-.11. -.12\\'. I:, -79) 

Current occupational: surface risk > I E-04 due to cxlcmal 
radiation exposure (Cs-137) 

Future occupational: surface risk> I E-04 due to external 
radiation exposure (Cs-137) 

Future residential: surface risk > I E-04 due to external 
radiation exposure (Cs-137) 

These sites were evaluated in rhe RI/BRA lo 

the extent that they arc a source of recharge 
and/or contamination ro the SRPA qnd will he 
evuluated li.irthcr in the C HJ 3-13 Feasihility 
Study. 

The potential incrcascu cancer risk is 
unacceptable regardless of land use 
assumptions. Altemalivcs protective of future 
residents should be evaluated during 1111.: Ol J 
3-13 Feasibility Study for this group. 

I' 
I 
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Table 7-7. (C:IUIIIIIIICd). 

< ,111up Sih: 

I .111~ I .u III South 
I l "1'1'· 1 :'i. -'!.7 U. 
'iX\\" I I 

\\"a~ll' l ·alrn1c 
Lil"lhl~ (( '1'1'-.15. 
• \<, 111, -X:'iJ 

< )Id St111 o1,!l' Pool 
( l 'l'l'-11 I o.J 11:'i .• 
ox 11'1. - Ill. -11 l 

St<>lil);!l' Y.ud 1-.a~l nl" 
( ·pp.1,0_1 (( 'l'l'-11.\. -
I J.\. - I 7BJ 

• 

C '11111.1111111;1111' lik11tilii:d R!~~ i\ssessment Rcsuhs~ 

Ra1h111111d1dcs at :tll Curren! occupatiunal'. surface risk "IE-04 due to C.\lcrnal 
Mies rndm1i1111 C.\pusurc (l's-137) 

( 'l'P-J5: Radionuclidcs 

< 'l'l'-.H,,1> I: 
1{;1dionud ides 

(. ·111'-X:'i: No reka:,e 
idt·nli lied 

Radionudidcs for all 

h1ture occupati1lllal: surfa.cc risk ., I E-114 Jue to c,1enrnl 
radia1io111.·,posurc (<. ·s- lJ7) 

Future residential: surface risk ., I E-04 due 10 e,1ernal 
radiation e.\pusure (Cs- IJ7) and ingestion ofhmuegrown 
produl'e 
(C\-U7) 

( ·urrenl occupational: surface risk -" I E-0.J due to exlernal 
radiation exposure (C:s-137) Future occupational: surface 
risk ·" I E-04 due to c.xtcrnal radiation exposure I l's- lJ 7) 

Fu1un: residential: surface risk ;., I E-04 due lo soil inges1ion 
( Am-241, Cs- IJ7, Sr-90), homegrown produce ingestion 
(C's- U7 and Sr-90), and extcmal radiation exposure (('s-lJ7) 

Current occupational: surface risk > I E-0.J due lo external 
radial ion exposure (Co-60, C's- I 34, Cs- lJ 7, Eu-152. l:u-15-t) 

Future occupational: surface risk > I E-04 due to e.xternal 
radiation exposure (C's-1.37, Eu-152) 

Future residential: surface risk > I E-0-t due lo external 
radiation exposure (C's-137, F.u-152, Eu-15.J) 

Rad1011ud1dcs for lhc J {. ·um:111 occupational: surface risk > I E-0-t due lo l'Xlernal 
sile~ radiation exposure (Cs-U7) 

Future ot'cupalional: I E-04> surface risk ., I E-06 due 10 
radiation exposure (('s-137) 

Fu111rc residential: surface risk > I E-04 due to external 
radiation exposure (C's- 137) 

• 

} ·unc!u~i~n~ ~~1~!{ec1111111!!·111lati1111, 

The potential inneasctl cancer risf.. i, 
unacceptahle regardless nflan,I u:,e 
as,umptiun,. Remedial ahcrnall\ c, 
prutccti\·c of' liiture residents ,l111ulil he 
evaluated during the Ol J ]. U Fcasihility 
Study li.1r this group. 

The polenlial increased canl'er n:,k i:, 
unacceptable reg;1rdless or land use 
assumptions. Remedial alternatives 
protective of future residents :,hould he 
evaluated during lhe Ol J J-1 J Fea~ih1li1y 
Study for lhis group. 

The potential increased l'anccr ri~k i:
unacceplahle regardless of land U!'ll' 
assumptions. Remedial alternati\ e~ 
protective or future residents should Ill· 
cvaluah:d during the OU J. IJ Feasibility 
Study for this group. 

The potcnlial mcrca:,ed cancer ri.,k b slighll) 
greater than I E-04 under current occupational 
and future residential assumptio11:,. Only s11c 
Cl'l'-03 should he evaluated fur1her Ill the Ol 1 
J-13 Feasibility Study. 

• 
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Table 7-7. (co11ti11111:d). 

-----···--- '"------·---------·---·-·---------·--···-----··· ·-- --·-·- ------· 

.. ~\1nl~!}!~1.an~~- l-~~!.!!li~~l~ --·-· --·-··-- Risk Assessment Results• Conclusions and Rern111111endations 
. ------ ··---·----··-------------- -- . 

t "J'l'-J7:\ B 

('l'l'-117 

<"l'J'-1-l 

('l'J'-.1-l 

Radionuclide:,, and 
arsenic 

Radionudides 

Radwnudides 

I{ ad ionud ides 

<. ·urrent occupational: I E-04 > surface risk > I E-06 due lo 
exlemal radiation exposure (Cs-137) 

hllure occupational: I E-04 > surface risk ;, I E-06 from 
ex 1emal radiation exposure (Cs-137, Np-237) 

Future residential: I E-04 > surface risk> I E-06 due to soil 
ingestion (arsenic) and extemal radiation exposure (C's-13 7, 
Np-237) . 

( 'urn:nt occupational: surface risk > I E-04 due to external 
radiation exposure (Cs-137) 

F111ure OCl'11pational: I E-04> surface risk -> I E-06 due to 
c-xlern.il radiation exposure (Cs-137, Np-237) 

Future residential: surface risk > I E-04 due lo external 
radiation exposure (Cs-137) 

( ·urrenl occupational: I E-04>surfacc risk > I E-06 due to 
external radiation exposure (C's-137, Np-237) 

Future occupational: I E-04> surface risk > I E-06 due 10 

external radiation exposure (Cs-137, Np-237) 

Future- residential: I E-04> surface risk> I E-06 due lo 
external radiation exposure (C's-137, Np-237) 

( 'urrenl occupational: I E-04> surface risk > I E-06 external 
radiation exposure (Cs-137) 

Future occupational: I E-04> surface risk> I E-06 due to 
external radiation exposure (C's-137) 

Future residential: surface risk> I E-04 due lo homegrown 
produce ingestion (Sr-90) and external radiation exposure 
(Cs-137) 

The potential increased c111cer inddence at 
this release site is less than I E-04 under all 
land use assumptions; therl'li>re, further 
evaluation in the OlJ J-1 J Feasibility Study is 
not warranted. 

Thl· potential increased ca11ccr risk i~ 
u11acccptahle under future residential land w,t: 
assumptio11s. Remedial alternatives 
protective of future rcsidl'llls should he 
evaluated during the OlJ J-13 Fe;1sihili1y 
Study for this site. 

The potential increased cancer incidcnn: .ii 
this release site is less than I E-04 under all 
land us·e assumptio11s; therefore, further 
evaluation in the OU 3-1 J Feasihility Study is 
1101 warranted. 

The potential increased cancer risk 1s 
unacceptable under future residential land u~c 
assumptions. Remedial alten1a1ives 
protective of future rc_sidents should he 
evaluated during the OU 3-1 J Feasibility 
Study for this site. 

- I 
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Table 7-7. (conunuctl). 

( i11111p ~lh: 

( "1'1'-1 \ 

( "l'l'-llh 

c ·p I'- I •J 

c ·1•1•-22 

• 

( ·0111a111111a111s hle111ilietl 

l<atl1111111c li,1.e, 

Radionuclidcs 

Radiouudidcs 

Radionuclidcs 

--- ----~-- . 

( ·urrcnl 111.:cupatinnal: surface risk > I E-04 due to exlernal 
raJmuun exposure (Cs-137, Eu-154) 

Fmure OCl'Upational: surface risk > 11:-04 tlue lo e.\lernal 
radiation e,pm,ure (( ·s-137) 

Future re,idenrial: surface risk > I E-04 due lo homegrown 
produce ingestion (Sr-90) and ex1ernal radiation exposure 
(Cs-137) 

( 'urrenl occupational: surface risk ;, I E-04 due to external 
radiation exposure (('s-137) 

Fu1un: occupational: I E-04 > surface risk ·, I E-0<, due 10 

external rnJiation exposure (C's-137) 

Future residential: I E-04 > surface risk> I E-OC, Jue to 
external radial ion exposure (C's-13 7) 

( 'urrcnl occupational: surface risk > I E-04 Jue to external 
radiation exposure (('s-1.17) 

Future m:cupational: I E-04 > surface risk > I E-06 Jue to 
external radiation exposure (Cs-137) 

Future residential: surface risk > I E-04 due to soil ingestion 
(Cs-137. Sr-lJO), homegrown produce ingestion (Cs-137, 
Sr-lJO) and external radiation exposure (C's-I 37, Eu-152, 
Eu-154) 

( ·urn:nt occupational: surface risk > I E-04 Jue lo external 
radiation exposure (l's-137) 

Future occupational: I F.-04 > surface risk> I E-06 due to 
cxrcrnal radiation exposure (Cs-137) 

Future rcsidcntial: I E-04 > surface risk > I E-06 due to 
external radiation exposure (Cs- I 37) 

• 

__ C'unclusim1' ilnd Recun1111cnda1iun, 

The potential increased cancer n:;k is 
unacceptahk under all lam! U!>C m,sumptions 
ernluated. l<emedial alternatl\ cs pnllccuvc 111' 
foture rcsidcnls should he c, aluatcd during 
the Oll 3-1 J Feasibility Study for tins site. 

The potential increased cancer incidence al 
this release site is greater than I E-04 under 
current land use hut kss than I E-04 umkr 
future occupational and residential land use 
assumptions; therefore, forthcr evaluation of 
tlus site in the FS is not warranted. 

The potential increased cancer inL'ide111:c al 
this release site is greater than I E-04 under 
curn:nt and future residential land use 
assumptions but less than I E-04 undcr future 
occupational land use. Remedial alh:rnatin:s 
protective of future residents should he 
evaluated during the OU 3-13 Fcasibility 
Study for this site. 

The potential increased ca11cer incidence al 
this rclcasc site is greater than I E-04 under 
curn.:nt land use but less than I E-04 under 
future occupational and residential land use 
assumptions; therefore, further evaluation of 
this site in the Oll 3-1.3 Feasibility Study is 
not ,, arrautcd. 

• 
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rl 7-7. (continued). • 
( 'I' I' .<)O 

( 'l'l'-XX 

( 'l'l'-')2 

-- -· ···--··-- --- . -------------
< ·ontaminants Identified __ -·--·. ---·· . _ Risk Assessment Results• 

Kadionuclidcs 

Radionuclide~ 

Radionudides 

Mcn:ury 

Current occupational: I E-04> surface risk > I E-06 due to 
radiation exposure (Cs-137) 

Future m·cupational: I E-04> surface risk > 11:-06 due to 
radiation exposure (Cs-137) 

Future residential: I E-04> surface risk > 11:-06 due to 
external radiation exposure (Cs-137) 

Current occupational: I E-04> surface risk > 11:-06 due to 
radiation exposure (Cs-137) 

Future occupational: I E-04> surface risk > I E-06 due to 
radiation exposure (C's-137) 

Future residential: I E-04> surface risk .> I 1.:-06 due to 
external radiation exposure (C's-13 7) 

The waste boxes that contain radioactive soil were not 
evaluated quantitatively in the RI/BRA Report. 

Current occupational: Ill > I 

Future occupational: fll > I 

------------
Future n:sidl!ntial: non-carcinogenic hazard > I due to 

-·· -··------ ingestion of home grown produce 

•• 
Conclusions and Recommendations 

The potentiul increased cancer incidence at 
this release site is less than I E-04 under all 
land use assumptions; therefore, further 
evaluation of this site in the OUJ-13 
Fcasihility Study 1s not warranted. 

The po1cntial increased cancer irn:idcn,.:e ,11 

this relt!ase site is less tlmn I E-04 under all 
land use assumptions; therefore, further 
evaluation of this site in the OlJJ-13 
Feasibility Study is nol warranted. 

The disposition of these boxes will he 
deferred to the OU 3-13 Feasihility Study. 

The noncarcinogenic hazard under futun: 
residential assumptions is> I; therefore, 
further evaluation of this site in the OU J-1.1 
FS is warrantl!d. 

,, 1 h,· 11,k ,l\sl'>,111,•1111<'>11l!s 111 1his 1ahk do 11111 indudc the air and groundwater co111ribu11on. The contamrnant in parenthesis rs the rrsk driwr for the prcdomii1ant c~~i~urc mute. 

• ..... J." 



Table 7-8. Human health baseline risk assessmelll summarv for WAG 3 sites of concern. 

Group coc 
Half
life* 

Exposure Scenario 
Excess Risk of Incurring Cancer 

Current Future \Vorker Future Resident 
\\'orker , in 2095) ( in 20<J5} 

Group 1-l~TEC Tank Farm' Cs-t J,** 30 6 in IO 6in 100 3 in 10 

Sr-90*** 29 5 in I 0.000 5 in I 00.000 2 in 10.000 

C-235 HJ'' 5 inl0.000 5 in 10.000 2 111 1.000 

Group :?-Soils L'nder Buildings and 
Structures 

'.\iSR' '.\iSR.: \:SR.: :\SR.: 

Group 3-0thcr Surface Soils Cs-137 30 5 in I 00 5 in 1,000 2 in 100 

Eu-152 13.3 2 in 1.000 I in 100,000 6 in 100.000 

Eu-154 8.8 2 in 1.000 ~ in 10.000.000 4 in 1.000.000 

Sr-90 29 I in IOO I in l.000 4 in l.000 

Group 4-Pcrched Water Total Pu I 0~ ]'.;RJ \'.RJ :\RJ 

Sr-90 29 '.\IRJ \'.RJ '.\IRJ 

Group S - Snake Ril:er Plain Aquifer"·' :\m-241 432 '.\R i\'.Ri 4 in 2.000.000" 

Cs-137 30 1':R '.\IR1 4 in 1.000.000" 

1-129 l.57xl0 
. 

'.\IR :'\iR1 2 in 100.000" 

~p-237 2.1 X 10" NR NR1 8 in 1,000.000' 

Sr-90 29 NR NRi 9 in 1.000.oooc 

Group 6-Buried Gas Cylinders 

Group 7-SFE-:!O Hot \\.'aste Taa:ik 
Systcm~h 

Pu 2x IO~ 

NRCr 

NRCh 

NRCr NRCr 

NRCh 1','RCh 

... 
J 

I, 

J 

,. 

L' 
l1J1t:h1~ Im ~i:ar~l uscJ in moJelmg for Ol · 3-1 J risk .1ssessmen1. 

Cs-D'1' .:ontrtbutes 10 nsk only, i.1 Jm:ct e,posure. 

10'' 

Sr-911 cnntrtbutcs Ill n,J.. , 1.1 groumh,ater. s,111 J1rc.:t e,posurc . .inJ inges11on . 

NRCh \'.RCh NRCh 

Pu. ,,h1.:h pnmJnl~ ongma1es from the T.1nk F.1nn s,llls. 1s pn:J1ctcJ lo c~.:ecJ SRP:\ '-ICLs anJ p,>sc a iirounJ"'aler mgcs11on ml<. m the ~tear 
1·5,, Pu 1s not preJ1c1eJ to e,cceJ :..tCLs or po,e a risk m 21195 Relinemcnt of those preJ1.:11nns anJ remcd1a1ion. 1f necessary." ill bc 
.iJdr.:~~,:J 11111,,: m. 3-14 RI FS. 

I,;,:} CO('$ JnJ 1hc1r concentr.111on~ are assumed hl be the ,ame .1s for C jroup J ~,llls 

'" ,urlJ.:e n~J..s c ,sR I Jue to mcomplcte c,p,,surc path\\J~ ,dulc bu1IJmgs arc ,n place. ,o risk 10 future n:s1Jcnt1.1I receptor 1i buildings .1re 
leli m pl.i.:e. or rcmo,cJ ,,1th subsc4ucn1 capping ,ir remmal of under!~ mg ,;,iii Rdeasc ,111:s pose a potenual nsk 10 grounJ,,.,atcr, 1a ,ml 
.:,,ntJmtn.1111 ka.:hmg Jnd tr.inspon. Risks lo grnund"alcr arc pr6<.'ntcd under ( ir<>up 5 n,c contaminants from sools arc not a ,1gn1licant 
fu1ur,: 1111pJ.:110 grounJ,,.,ater 

'" rl'il.. h.:.:aus.: perched \\ater 1s not c.ipahlc ,,t' ,us!Jllltn!,! .1 pumpmg rate: needed 1i,r future domcsuc \\atcr supplies. 1hcrcforc. 11 :s 11ot a 
,our.:e 111'po1ablc \\atcr. HO\\C\er. pc:rd1cd "atcr 1s .1 ,,>Ur,c of .:0111ar111n.111,rn li>r 1he SRP.-\. Risk .:akula11ons 011 future 1111pa.:b ·., ill tic 
relined undc:rthc Tank Fann RI FS <Ol' ;.1J1 

fhc,c, Jlucs Jre prc,h.:tcd risk 10 future rcs1dcn11.1I 111 :.•i•J5 .1nd tic~,md l 'u111ulatl\ e grou11d\\Jl<.'r n,k 10 future rcs1Jcn1tal 111 2• 1•15 .111J b<.'~<rn<l 
h 5 Ill (1111.•HKI uut,;1Jc th.: .:urTl'lll I\ TEC ,.:cunt~ ri:n.:e Ra,J.. .:.1kul.11t111h ,,n future 1111pact> 111s1Jc 1hc .:um:111 1:,.. TE<· sccuru:, t'cncc "111 O<.' 
r,•rincd undcrthc r.mk FJrm RI FS 10\ .1-IJt 

,,, ri,I., \\CIC ,·.1!,.:ul.11.:<l, ,Rt·, ri•r !hes.: ,ncs 1 he,.: rnc, prc,.:111 .1 ,.1r'.:t~ ri,k .ind 1hr<.'.11cn future rdcasc ,,f .:on1am1nan1s 

~ lh~h -:,,n~r:1urJlh'lh ,,r r..1Jhnnh.:h,k, ,:, ,,1 111 lh\." tanl-.. :-tluJ~i:. 

h ,., ""'"'' ,,1:r..,• ~Jkul.1h:J 1,.:~.1u"'"'" rhi c-,p.,,...1,rc- p.11h,\~~ ... 1..·urrc:ntl~ ~,i,..1 Tht..· tJ11I.. 1, 11ou-,..: ... 1 \\ 1th .11..'.on-.:n:ti: "\.·1..·(1nJJr~ ..:\)lllJtnmcnl ... lUlt ~!1.11 
st.J~ ;,,•,"• J 1u1ur.: rt"lil :,, frnunJ,., .ll~r I I .1 't:l...·.h..: i,~ ... ur, 
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7 .2 Ecological Evaluation 

The assessment was performed using the results of a previously conducted screening level 
ecological risk assessment (SLERA) and the same basic methodology developed in the Guidance Manual 
for Conducting Screening Le1·e! Ecological Risk Assessmem at the JNEL ( VanHom et al. 1995). 
subsequently referred to as the Guidance Manual. The SLERA was conducted to screen sites identified in 
the FF A-CO (DOE-ID 1991) and to identify those contaminants present at WAG 3 that have the potential 
to cause undesirable ecological effects. The sites and contaminants identified as a result of that 
assessment. in addition to those sites for which inadequate sampling information existed for inclusion in 
the SLERA. were analyzed. The SLERA approach and results are described in the sections below. The 
results of this assessment will be integrated with similar assessments for other INEL WA Gs to support the 
performance of the 1:-,.;EL-wide baseline ERA. The identification of these sites of concern and the 
associated contaminants also provided input to the data gap analysis for the OL' I 0-04 ERA. 

7.2.1 Site and Contaminant Screening 

As discussed in Section 28.2.2 of the OU 3-13 RI/BRA (DOE-ID 1997b), for potentially 
contaminated soil sites. a preliminary site screening was performed to identify sites of concern to 
ecological receptors. Sites with contamination at greater than 3-m ( I 0-ft) bgs ( no pathway to the 
environment) or sites that were detennined to be uncontaminated (no known source) were eliminated. 
This screening identified 37 sites of concern. As discussed in Section 28.2.7. any contaminant identified 
at these sites was initially screened from concern if the maximum contaminant concentrations was less 
than the 95195% upper tolerance level (UTL) for background concentrations for composite samples 
(Rood et al. I 995) and/or was less than ecologically based screening levels (EBSLs). As a result 27 sites 
of concern remained to be evaluated in the ERA . 

Contaminant concentrations in water at CPP-65 and CPP-67 were compared to toxicology 
benchmarks for nonradionuclides and developed EBSLs for water ingestion for radionuclides as discussed 
in Section 28 of the OU 3-13 RI/BRA ( DOE-ID 1997b ). The results of this assessment are presented in 
Tables 7-9 and 7-10. Any contaminant exceeding these benchmarks for water contamination was retained 
for discussion in the risk characterization. ,A list of threatened and endangered species. species of special 
concern, and sensitive species that may be found on the !NEEL is given in Table 7-11. 

7.2.2 Exposure Assessment 

As discussed in 28.3 in the OC 3-13 RliBRA (DOE-ID 1997b). the remaining contaminants at each 
site of concern were then e\'aluated to detern1ine a dose to the receptor from soil exposure. The 
magnitude. frequency. and duration of exposure between the environment and the ecological receptors 
was modeled as discussed in Section 28.3 of the OC 3-!JRltBRA. (DOE-ID 1997b). The 95% L.;CL of 
the arithmetic mean of the contaminant concentration was used when available. Many sites previously 
e\·aluated for human health in Track I or 2 efforts did not have these calculations performed and for this 
step of the ERA the maximum \·alue reported in these documents was used. 

7.2.3 Toxicity Assessment 

Each contaminant \Vas e\ aluated to detern1ine a chronic dose that may have potential adverse 
effects to e.:ological receptors. The toxicity reforence \·alue (TRV) is defined as the dose for a receptor 
that 1s likely to be\\ ithout appreciable risk or deleterious effects from chronic exposure. The TR Vs 
Je\elopment i:-. pre:-.entcd in . .\ppendix I of the OL · !J RI BR . .\ report (DOE-ID 1997b) . 
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Table 7-9. Screening of liguid effluent concentrations at the Sewage Treatment Plant. CPP-65 .. 

Liquid Effluent Toxicological 
Concentration Benchmark \Vat er Cone en tration of 

COPC (mg·l)" ( mg; L or pCi,'L )h Concern(mgiL)" 
b .. 

As I.OE-OJ l .6E-OI X 

Ba 8.4E-02 I .56E+OI X 

Cd 5.0E-03 2.JE-02 X 

Cl 9.SE ... 01 2.JE-t-05' X 

Cr 6.0E-03 9.36E+OO X 

Cu I. 7E-02 4.7E-OI X 

Pb 2.8E-03 I.OIE"'-01 X 

Hg l.OE-04 9.1 E-02 X 

~o I. 7E-02 3.JE-01 X 

Ni 1.SE-02 l.14E+02 X 

Se 2.0E-03 9.6E-02 X 

Ag l.OE-03 ~A I .OE-03J 

Zn 2.7E-02 3.04E+02 X 

~itrate 1.21 E+OI I.9E+03 X 

Total phosphorous 2.9E+OO NA 2.9E+oo~ 

Plutonium-239i240 I .9E-03r NA X 

Strontium-90 3.6E-OI r ~A X 

J F.ftluent concemrallons are mean concentrauons. except Cl. nitrate. and total phosphorous are maximum observed 
com:entration,;, l 'nus are mg· L. except for rad1onuclides. which are pCi· L. 

h The~e Jre tO'l:ico(og1cal benchmarks for wildlife exposure through drinking \\ater from Opresko et al.. C 1995) unless other.,ise 
noted. The IO\\e,t Jpphcable :",;OAEL-bm,ed b,m.:hmark \, a,- ~ele.:ted from the Opn:~ko ec al. 1 19951 database for conser. ame 
~reemng purpo,;e~. SA= not a,a1lable. 

c, Based on EPA Region IV Water Management Di, 1sion. Water Quality Standards L'nit=s Screening List< Suter II and Tsao. 
l9tit11. Thi:-. contJnun::ue \\as eliminated form the assessmem based on this cnteria. 

J, Sth er tox1c1ty ,~ related to water hardness. At water hardnes~es of 50. I 00 and :!00 mgAL' 1 as CaCo,. the t:.S. EPA I I 9SO I 
recommended that the concentrallon of total recoverable sil\'er not exceed I.:!. -1.1 and 13 µgAL· 1

• respecti\'ely. at any time. The 
\\lller hardness at l!'-iEEL has a maximum of 500 mg L. There ti.ire 1ox1c11y \\Ould be lmver. Also the concentracion in the 
cfrlucnt ,., \\ nhm the range seen as background nationally. Kopp< 1969) ti.iund s1l,er in 6.6''·., of 1.577 surface \\ati:rs ,ampled 
\\ uh J mean detected concentra11on 01 :!.6 µg L < range: 1). IE 3X µg LI. For 19-:'0B 1979. ac.:ordmg 10 L; .S. ~urfaci: "ater 
,Jlll(lhng Jata frnm !:PA ·s STORET Jataha:-,.:. thl! annual 111.:an k\ cb r.mged from l to 9 µg L JnJ annual maximum 
c11nccntrat111n, \\Crc •>-i to 791) ug L c Sc1m i:t JI. I <lX 11 Ba~i:d ,in tlw, rauonalc th..: ,ti\ er at the concencra11on m the eftlu..:nt \,a,. 
d11111natcJ a, ,1 ,:,,n.:em 

c. f>h1i..ph11r11u, 1, ,111 c,,en11al c11111p,mcnt nfthc ammal hod:,. JnJ i.:l11111nateJ a:-, .1 concern at th1~ k\el. Lxcess phosphornu, 1, 
i:,crctcJ 111 the urmc 1'-:AS. 19:-ill> Tlus cuntJmmant \\Ill he i.:l11111natcJ a:-, a conc.:m based ,m this rationale. 

f RJJ111n11chJc (C\ ch JcccplJhlc a~ Jnnkmg \\ acer riir hum.111 r..:ceptor, ,h,iulJ hi: accert;,ibk 1,ir cc11lug1cal receptors a~ ,, el I. 
I he~,: ,,mt.1111111.mh 11111 h.: clumnatcd b,hed ,111 th1,- crncrinn 
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Table 7-10. Screening of nonradionuclide liguid effluent con~entrations at CPP-67. Percolation Ponds . 

Calculated 
liquid Effluent Sediment \Vater Toxicological 
Concentration Concentration K.i Concentration Benchmark Results of 

COPC /mgll, lm£kgJ /cm·' g)' !mg,Ll (m~L)b ScreeningJ 

Al :'\iD (4E-02> X X X 2.45E+OO E 
:\s :,..;o ( l .5E-03 J X X X l.6E-O I E 
Ba l.04E-O I X X X l.56E+OI E 
Be X 5.00E-01 250 J:3E-03 I .88E+OO E 
Cd ND(IE-03) X X X 2.3E-02 E 
Cl 2.98E+02 X X 2.98E+02 ;\/A NB 
Cr 6.JOE-02 X X X 9.36E+OO E 
Co X 4.60E-OO 55 8.JJE-02 ~A ~B 
Cu 6.JOE-03 X X X 4.7E+OI E 
Fe 5.70E-02 X X X NA ~B 
Pb :'-JD ( I .5E-02) X X X I.OJE+OI E 
\tn I .60E-03 X X X 2.51E+02 E 
Hg :\:D c2.5E-04} X X X 9.1 E-02 E 
:\i 4.50E-03 X X X l.14E+02 E 
Se \D (IE-03) X X X 9.6E-02 E 
Ag ND c2E-03J X X X NA NB 
TI X 2.IOE-01 3.300 6.36E-05 2.1 E-02 E 
V X l.88E+OI 1,000 I .88E-02 5.4E-OI E 
Zn X 4.58E+OI 18 2.5JE+OO 3.04E+02 E 
Cyanide X I .20E-OI 0.0000 5.63E-OI I.8E+02 E 
Fluoride ND (5.4E-OI) X X X 7.48E+OI E 
:-.;irrate 5.5sE ... oo X X X 1.9E+03 E 
Nitrite ND cSE-0) X X X NA NB 
Phosphate 5.22E-OO X X X NA NB 
Sulfate 5.15b·OI X X X NA NB 
Sul tide X l .57E-1)1 0.0000 7.34E+OI NA NB 
:\nthracene X 2.40E-OI 0.0000 I.l3E+OO NA NB 
Benzo( a )anthracene X 6.20E-Ol 0.0000 2.91 E+OO NA NB 
Benzo( a lpyrenc X J.50E-OI 0.0000 l.64E+OO l.27E+OO X 
Bcnzo( b )tluoranthcnc X 4.40E-OI 0.0000 2.06E+OO NA ~8 
Bis( 2-cthylhcxyl lphthalatc X 2.50E-O I 18.0000 l.37E-02 1.0E+OI E 
Chrysenc X 6.00E-01 0.0000 2.s I E-oo :-.iA :"',;8 

Flunranthcne X UOE-00 n.0000 ' 7.03E+OO >IA 1'iB 
\lcthykne chloride X I. I OE-02 0.0000 5.16E-02 1.67E-0I E 

Phenanthn:nc X 8.IOE-01 0.0000 3.80E+OO NA :-.iB 
P: rene X 9.JOE-01 I 0() 8.08E-OO !',;A SB 

J. Er'lluc111 .:,,11.:cr11rat1,m; .ire ma~m1um uh,cncJ .:,lrh:cntr.ttlun,. \,D O not Jetc,tcJ. Jctcct1un lirn111s m parentheses. 

h 1'11csc .ire l<l\1,nloi.;1..:.tl hcnd1111.irk, ti>r "IIJl1(c c,po,urc through Jnnk111g \\Jtcr from Opn:sko et al. l 1995). The lo"est applicable \,()AEL
h.tsct.l t'>cnd1111.trJ.. ,, .ts ,dc,tcJ fr,nn the· Oprcsk,1 er .tl t i 'l'I' I t.l.tt.thasc lilr con,cn .tt1, c ,.:rccn111g purposes. Concentrations are gn en 1f the 
t)h",:nl".J ur .:.11...·~.i.11\.·J \\.ltr:r ~t>llt.:t:JllrJth't11 t!\..:\.·i:J~ th..: lO\h . .'1llng1~;il l:ii:nt.:hm~1rh. I h~ n:~ul1mg final concen1rat1ons are used as 1he \t.:.tlc!r 
.:1Hh."t:tltr.11u111"' :11 tlh.' intt.:n1.1J 111::i:"llll\ll r,rnh.· ut' c,p,'t~Url.' ~ ·\ ,,,r J\ .. JJIJhk 

.. · · rhi: A.. \ .lltn.·, .1:-:.: 1'.t-.'-'J 1'11 .1 ,:,,mpt/Jf1t,n ,1( J\ .ul.1M1i: A. \ .1lui:" Ill the: hti:r.uur\,.· ..... , .. ·,:p1 tt\r Bi: .1nJ \·. \'- hn:h ·.1re from the TrJ~·k ~ gu1J.an~e 
:i1.1nu.1' \\ hc.:n n.i ,;,.. \.duL· ·, .n.11l.1hlc:. tt ",.:,11hC-f\Jll\c1.\ ...i., .. unh ... ·~f ftl r't: ;;.•n, 

.t I I l11t11!· .• 1h.· , H ·· .• t"L'n'-·i1.1--'n."-,r--'J..._\.c.... --'~-"--'-':..:_,·,c..h_h-"~-'-n"'-·r1--'11-'-1.1_rJ..;...._ __________________________ _ 



Table 7-11. Threatened and endangered spes:ies. special species of concern. and sensitive species that • mav be found on the l~EEL.* 

FcJ.:ral State BL.\! l."SFSf !'.\'.PS 
l 'ummun '1:Jrnc:s Sc1.:nt1tic ,amc Sta tush.~· Status.: Statusc Statu:..c St:llusc 

PIJm:.. 

Lemhi nulk,ci.:h A ~rrag,ilm c.1q11i/011111., X X s s s 
Pam1eJ n11lk\etd1' .·l.\1n1ga/11.\ ccra1111c11s nrr ,1p11s >C X X X R 

Plam:. n11lk,e1ch .-hrragc.1/11.1 giln/lorus :,.;L X s s 
Wmgcd-sei;:d e,cnmg primrose C,11111.\SIJI//U plr.!/'l).\flt'J'llltl :,.;L X X X s 
S1pph: eactu:..·· Conphumf(t.1 1111s.w11riL•11.11s :--;L X X X R 

Spreading g1ha /ptJIIIOf1.\IS ((ii/i,IJ /UJ~l·c/m/011 :--L X s X 2 

Kmg', bfaJJcrpoJ l.<!.H/llt'rL'lla ki11g1i nrr cohrr:11sis X X X X .\I 

Trcc-hke O\~thcca' On rh,·ca de11drmd,·c1 ~L X R X R 

lncon:..p11:ut1u, phacelta~ Pltac,•/ia 111co11.,111c1111 ('2 SSC s s 
Puzzling haltmolobos Halimo/obo., pr:rplc.w 1·c1r. pcrple.w X X X s :\t 

1."te=s ladies trc:..:..c::..'1 Sp11·a111h,·.1 diluna/1.1· LT X X X X 

Birds 

Pcn:gnne falcon F<1/co p<'rL'grmus LE E X X 

~1erhn Fu/c,, c,,/11111hari1H ~L X s X 

Gyrfalcon F ulca ru.rncolm '.'JL SSC s X 
B:dd eagle Haliaeetus /e11cocepha/11s LT T X X • Ferruginous hawk Buteo regalis C2 SSC s X 
Black tern Cl,/ido11ias niger C2 X X X 
Sonhem pygmy O\\ IJ Gi<l11cidill111 g11011111 X SSC X X 
Burrowing O\\I Atl,e11e c1111icularia C2 X s X 

C,immon 1110n (j,n'ia immcr X SSC X X 

American \\hlle pd1can PL'lrcuiws <!l'.J rhr"rltnrdws X SSC X X 

OreJl \!gret C u.rnu:rod111s ulh11.i .\ SSC X X 
\\ hile-faced ihi-. PlegaJis c/1ihi C2 X X X 
Lung-hilled l!urle\\ .\'111111mi11s <1111L'rh·11m1.1 >~ X s X 

Loggerhead shrike La11ius ludoi•ida1111.~ C2 :,..1. s X 
;o.;or1hern ~o .. ha\\ k .·kdpiter ge111ilis C2 s X s 
S\\Jm~110', ha,,k 81//l'O .\ II <J/1/.\IJII/ .\ X s X 

Trumpe1er '"an Cy1:1111.~ h11cd11uwr C2 SSC s s 
'ihJrpta1leJ grouse T1111p<11111d111., ph,1,1,111L'll11.\ C \ s s 
Bure a I 11\\ I lt'go/iu., 1im,.,.,·," \ SSC s s 
FIJ11111111la1c:J ,m I < )111s 1l,1111111l·"/11, \ SSC \ s 
\IJllllUJI, 

< ir.,!- \\,1lf ( ·,1111, 1r,,,11, l.l·. !\" E X X 

P~ ~111~ rahhit Brud,y/ugm (.',:rfrilag11,) C! SSC s X 
iJalw,•11,i~ • To\\ n,cnu', \\t•,rcrn hi!.:- Ph-c11t11, tn11·11 H'111Jii ( :? SSC s s 

\•arcd hal 
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Table 7-11. (continued). 

Federal State BLM l"SFSf l~PS 
Common _\;ames Scien11tic Same Statu~b.c Statusc Statusc Statusc Statusc 

~krriam's shrew 

Long-eared myotis 

Small-footed myotis 

\Vestem pipistrelleJ 

Fringed myo11sJ 

California myot,sJ 

Reptiles and Amphibians 

'.'iorthern sagebrush lizard 

Rmgrn:ck snakeJ 

!\light snake' 

Insects 

Idaho pomtheaded 
grasshopperJ 

Fish 

Shonhead sculpinJ 

Sorex 111erriam1 

Jlyoris e,·oris 

Jfyotis subulatus 

Pipistrt!llus /r,:sp,·rus 

;\f w1is d1ysa11odes 

.tfro//s califomicus 

Sce/oporus ,:racios11s 

D1adophis p1111cta111s 

H_1psiglena 1orque1ra 

.-lcrofophi111s p1111chellus 

Coitus co11fus11s 

X 

C2 

C2 

;-..;L 

X 

X 

C2 

C2 

X 

C2 

• Species in bold are those T-E. and Ca1egory 2 (C:!l" species included for the WAG 3 ERA. 

s X X 

X X X 

X X X 

SSC X X 

SSC .x X 

SSC X X 

X X X 

SSC s X 

X R X 

SSC X X 

SSC X X 

a. This list. "'as compiled from the l;.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (CSFWSJ (letter dated July 16. 1997) the Idaho Depanment of Fish and Game 
Consen·at1on Data Center threatened, endangered. and sensun,e species for the State of Idaho ( CDC 1994 ), and RESL documentation for the 
!NEEL (Reynolds 1994: ·Reynolds e! al. 1986). 

b. The t.:SFWS no longer maintains a candidate (C2 )species listing but addresses former listed species as "species of concern" (USFWS Apnl 
JO. 1996). The C2 designation is retained here to maintain consistency between the SL ERA and WAG ERA assessments . 

c. Status Codes: S = sensitive: 2 = State Priority 2; Jc = no longer considered for listing; M = Slate monitor species; NL = not listed:. I = State 
Priority I: LE= listed endangered: E = endangered: SSC= species of special concem; and C! = (ategory 2 (defined in CDC 19941. BLM = 
Bureau of Land Management: ISPS = 1.laho ~ative Plant Society: x:-.;=Expenmental. non-essential. R = removed from sensitive list (non
agency code added here for danticallon}. 

d. ~o documented sightings at the J:>;EEL. ho~ever. the ranges of these species overlap the 1:-,iEEL and are included as possib1!1ties to be 
considered for fidd sun eys 

c. Recent updates resulting from Idaho State Sens1tl\C Species mecrmgs !BL \I. LSFWS. l~PS. L:SFS} • (l~PS 1995:1996) 

f L"nued States Fores, Sen ice ,L.SFS) Rec1on 4 . 
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Plant uptake factors for contaminanrs \\ ere estimated using reported \·alues in literature and • 
unalogous procedures of physicochemical properties. :\one of these studies \\ere perfom1ed at the n...;EEL 
and. therefore. are not necessarily representati, e of local conditions. This may result in overestimation or 
underestimation of potential health impacts. 

7.2.4 Risk Characterization 

As discussed in Section 28.4 of the OC 3-1 J RJ..BRA (DOE-ID 1997b) the modeled exposure dose 
is divided by the TRV to calculate a HQ. The results are reported in terms of HQs for each contaminant 
at each site. Any contaminant ,vith a HQ greater than the target value (one for nonradionuclide and 0.1 
for radionuclide) was presented in the risk characterization. 

Twenty-two sites remained after the HQ analysis. All these site~ have nonradiological 
contamination and eight have radiological contamination with HQ's greater than the target value. This 
includes CPP-13. -14 (Imhoff tanks. Area I). -19, -34. -J7a, -39. -40. -42, -44, -55, -66, -67, -84, -88, -90, 
-93. Old Storage Pool Group (CPP-01, -04, -05, -08. -09. -10, -11, -88). Storage Yard Group (CPP-03, 
-17a, -17b, -88). Tank Farm Group (CPP-20, -25, -26. -28, -31, -32E/W, -79, excavated soil), Tank Fann 
South Group (CPP-15. -27, -33. -58. -88), and WCF Group (CPP-35, -36, -85. -88. -91). With the 
exception of the facility ponds (Cieminski 1993. Cieminski and Flake 1995), no formal surveys for 
presence and use of WAG 3 facilities by threatened and/or endangered (T;E) and species of concern have 
been conducted. In 1997. a field survey was conducted for individual sites of concern for habitat qualities 
and potential to support INEEL TiE species or other species of special concern. A low overall site rating 
tbr loggerhead shrike. peregrine falcon, and ferruginous hawk was given to sites CPP-34 and CPP-37a. A 
low overall rating for bats was given at CPP-34 and CPP-37b. Big game was also given a low overall 
rating at site CPP-34. Sites rated overall as .. low" are those having one or two positive attributes and 
therefore potential for incidental use by wildlife. These sites may generally be discounted as contributing 
significantly to chronic wildlife contaminant exposures. This survey was conducted to allow evaluation 
of WAG sites of concern in an ecological context. The du.ration and rigor of these surveys were not 
adequ.ite to \'erify presence or frequency of occurrence. The rankings for sites are subjective. based on 
professional opinion supported by limited observation. 

7.2.5 Additional Screening 

An additional screening was used for the further elimination of sites and contaminants for 
consideration in the FS. It was detem1ined that the evaluation should eliminate unnecessary and 
undesirable remediation for ecological receptors based on the following rationale. 

The exposure scenario used for ecological receptors assumes that the fences are down and the site 
has u viable habitat that is completely accessible to receptors. Ho\\ ever. many of the sites of concern are 
currently within the fenced area that defines the industrial complex that is the 1'.\TEC. Both the .fence and 
the acti\'ities associated with this currently active facility should limit the exposure of receptors to much 
h:ss than that modeled in the ERA. Additionally. { with some exceptions (particularly sites \Vith water 
sources]) most of these sites are gravel and un~uitable habitat at the present time and \a,:ould not provide 
any special attraction to ecological receptors. 

It is acceph!d in the ri:;k assessment process that many of the input parameters are developed IO be 
~onser\'ati, ely proteC!l\'C of che receptors. Particularly. based on I imited knowledge and the uncertainty 
ofc\trapolaung w multiple species. TR\' de,clopnwlt is \'l.!ry .:onsenati\l.!. This is particularly true for 
natl\ c metal,;. \\ l11ch ~an ,·arv !.!reatlv re!.!1011al I\. - - .. , - .. 

- ~, __ ,_ 
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Basea on this rationale, an additional screening was detennined appropriate for the WAG 3 sites as 
agreed on in an October 20, 1997 conference call between DOE-ID, EPA. and IDHW. 

This screening was composed of two steps: 

I. As a risk management decision, it was decided to eliminate ecological contaminants as a 
concern if the exposure point concentration was less than I Ox the background value 
( Rood et al. 1995 ). For those contaminants that have no site-specific background the mean 
for the western United States presented in Shacklette and Boemgen ( 1984) or other sources 
was considered acceptable. 

For those sites that initially used the maximum values. if possible, the 95% UC Ls were 
calculated (see Table 7-12) for each contaminant that was not eliminated in the HQ 
evaluation of the ERA. This value was also eliminated if the 95% UCL was less than the 
I Ox background. 

This screening resulted in eliminating Sites CPP-37A, -39, -40, -42, -84, -88, and-90 as sites of 
concern. The sites and COCs remaining after the screening are listed in Table 7-13. Four sites pose 
solely an ecological risk, CPP-14 (the Imhoff Tank). CPP-44, -55, and -66. 

Because Sites CPP-14, -44, and -55 presented an unacceptable risk for ecological receptors only, 
these sites were added to the Other Surface Soils Sites (Group 3) for alternative evaluation. The 
ecological risk screening approach resulted in establishing conservative risk assumptions. Actions 
undertaken at sites CPP-44, -14, and-55 are based on the small volume ofCOC contaminated material 
and the cost benefit of action now rather than further study. Final assessment for site CPP-66 will be 
conducted under OU I 0-04. For sites that pose a potential threat to both human and ecological receptors, 
it is assumed that remedial alternatives developed to address human health risks will also be designed to 
adequately address ecological concerns. This WAG ERA represents the second phase of the three-phased 
approach to ERA. The first phase is the "preassessment" performed at the WAG level. This screen is 
performed to reduce the number of sites and contaminants to be addres~ed in subsequent assessments. 
This screen for WAG 3 is presented in Section 28 of the RI/BRA (DOE-ID 1997b ). 

In phase two, the WAG sites and COCs identified by the initial screening are assessed for potential 
risks to ecological receptors using an approach that parallels the human health risk assessment 
methodology. 

The third phase of the ERA process is the OU I 0-04 ()SEEL Site-wide) ERA. which is performed 
to integrate the results of the WAG ERAs to evaluate risk to OU I 0-04 ecological resources. The 
OU I 0-04 ERA will integrate the results of the WAG ERAs for all IN EEL WA Gs to determine whether 
contamination at the W AGs contributes to potential risk to populations and communities on an 
ecosystem-wide basis. Those sites previously screened at the WAG level based on either I Ox background 
or I Ox HQ will be reevaluated at a population level at this time. If the Ol.i I 0-04 ERA determines that 
those WAG 3 sites screened at less than I Ox background or H\V less than I 0. require further action, that 
action will be detem1ined during the WAG 3 5-year reviews. 

7 .3 Basis for Response 

Forty-nine sites within WAG 3 ha·.·e actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances that if 
not addressed by implementing the response actions selected in this ROD. may pose unacceptable risks to 
human health or the en\·ironment. For analysis of remedial alternati\ es. release sites were combined into 
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Table 7-12. Results of additional site:contaminant e\·aluation and screen in!!. • \lax1mum IOX 
Site coc C,incentra11,111 <l5"., 1·c1. Backt?rnund Ehmma11on Rat1onalt: 

<.'PP-13 ·\rs.:mc S.30E-OO 5.80E-!JI Bt!low I OX background 
\kn:ury 5.95E-O I -l.":OE-01 5.00E,li I 95°11 L'CL below IOX background 

t'PP-1-1 
,\rea I Chromium Ill 5. l'.:E-01 5.80E-OI Belo\\ I OX background 

Lc:ad 3.56E-O I I. 70E-02 Bt!low l OX background 
Arl!a .'.! \1c!rCU!) ! .:!OE ..-1)1) 5.00E-0 l Samplt! was takl!n at approx1matl!ly 9 

ti bgs 
S1her L.2.'.!E-01 .:l.7E-Ol Below I OX background 

CPP-19 Ar~emc 6.JOE-00 5.80E-<lo I Below I OX background 
CPP-34 Arsenic 7.IOE-00 5.80E-t)I Below IOX background 

:1.-krcury o.OOE-0! 2.80E-Ol 5.00E-01 95°·, CCL below ! OX background 
CPP-.37A :1.-fercur: 9.60E-O I -I.-IOE-01 5.00E-0! 95% CCL below IOX background 
CPP-39 Barium I.IOE-03 3.00E-03 Below JOX Background 

D1-2-c:thy lhexylphthalate 1.-IOE..-Ol Contaminant below 15 ft 
Fluondl! 9 . .'.!9E-02 2.SOE-03' Below !OX background 
\fercury I 70E-Ol 5.00E-01 Below IOX background 
S1her I )r:'E-01 J.7E-Ol Below I OX background 

C'PP--11) Chromium Ill 7 . .'.!0E-01 J.JOE-02 Bt!low I OX background 
Fluondt! I. I OE +O I 2.80E-03' Below IOX background 
Lead 6.00E-0! I .70E-02 Below !OX background 

CPP-42 Barium I.IOE-03 3.00E+OJ Below !OX background 
CPP-44 Cadmium 8.40E-OO 2.20E..-OI Below IO X background • Chromium Ill l.54E..-03 3.JOE-02 Retain 

Chromium VI 1.54E+Ol !'.A Retain 
Decanol 9.00E-03 :,.iA Retain 
Lead .'.!.SIE-02 l.70E+02 Retain 
\fc:rcury 5.00E-00 5.00E-01 Retam 
Sn:kel 3.-1-IE-02 3.50E.-1)2 Bt!low I OX background 

<.'PP-55 Ar.emc U-IE'...01 5.80E-01 Bt!low !OX background 
Chronuum III 6.50E-Ol 3.JOE-02 Bt!low I OX background 
Chronuum \'I 6.50E-OJ 8. 70E-OO :-.;A !\'ot expected to exist as Chromium 
Lead 3.20E..-Ol 1.70E-02 VI in the environment 
\lt!rcury 5.20E+OO 6 IOE-01 5.00E-0 I Below I OX background 
S1ckd 6.50E-OJ 3.50E-02 Retam 
Selenium 6.-IOE-O I 2.20E..-OO Below ! OX background 
S1ht!r 300E-OO 3.".'E-01 Below ! OX background 

Below !OX background 
t ·pp.,,r, Boron 3. IOE-02 2.JOE-02 Retain 

FluomJe I o5E-02 :.XOE-03' Below IOX background 
Selenium J .60E-IJCJ :!.:!OE-00 Below I OX background 
Strnnuum 6.90E-02 .'.!.UoE-OY Below I OX background 

t'PP-l<X ArSl!OIC 7 IOE-00 5.81JF.-()J Bt!low I OX background 
\fer.:UI) ! .OOE-00 3.IJf)l:-1)1 5.l)IJE-01 95% CCL belo\\ !OX background 
\;1ckcl l.63E-02 3.50E-02 Below J OX background 

l'PP-911 \llllllltln) 9 50E-IIO -1.XoE-Ol BelO\\ I OX background 
\r,c111c ::.95E-tJ! 5.XOE-0 I Below I OX background 
\lercui: 1 1111E -no -1.511(:.f) I 5.fJOE-0 I 95"·o LCL below ( fJX background 

l'l'P-•>: \(1111111111111 I '.:IJI: -1,5 l.(,IJE-05 Belm\ I OX background 
\kr.:ur~ I.-l11E-11: I\ :,,.11(: -11 ( 5.1JoE-fJ! Retam • Ill.! \r,.:111.: ;'- •111(' -1111 5 :-.01-. -Cl I Bel1,\\ 11,X background 

'htf,l;!C \l.:r,·ur~ 5 ~:1:.111 :.211J· -11 I 5.IIIJf:-IJ I 95° ,, 1 ·cL hl·hm Jl)X ba..:kgnnmd 
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Table 7-12. (continued). 

• \faximum 
Site coc C oncentr:il!on 

. ~1ckel 5.5JE ... OI 

!OX 
9:5°., l"CL Background Elimination Rationale 

J.50E ... 02 Below !OX background 
Storage Arsenic 5.90E-OO 
Yard .\1ercury 5.52E-01 

\:1ckel 5.51 E-01 

Tank Fam1 \krcury 2.JOE-01 

Tank Fam1 Arsemc 5.90E-OO 
Cadmium 3.42E ... OO 
Mercury 1.51 E-00 
~u:kel 5.51E-Ol 

5.80E-Ol Below I OX background 
J.JOE-01 5.00E-01 95% L"CL below !OX background 

J.50E-02 Below lOX background 

5.00E-01 Below !OX background 

5.80E-OI Below IOX background 
2.20E ... OI Below !OX background 

2.60E-01 5.00E-01 95% l!CL below I OX background 
3.SOE-02 Below IOX background 

WCF Arsenic 7.JOE..-00 
~ercury 7.50E-OO 
~ickei 2.80E-02 

5.80E ... 01 Below IOX background 
I.SOE-00 5.00E-0! Retain 

3.50E-02 Below !OX background 
J. Backl!round from Shackleuc and Boeml!cn ( 1984) . 
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Table 7-13. Sites and COC s which nw.: present an unacceptable risk to ecological receptors. 

Site 

<.'PP-13 

CPP-1-t 
( Imhoff Tanks l 

Are.1 I 

CPP-19 

CPP-34 

CPP-44 

CPP-55 

CPP-66 

CPP-67 

CPP-93 

Old Storage Pool 
!CPP-01. -04. -05. 
,08. -09. -IO. -I I. 
-88) 

Tank Farm 
CCPP-20. -25. -26. 
-28. -JI. -J2E W. 
-79, cxca,·a1cd 
soil l 

Tank Farm Souih 
!CPP-15. -27. -JJ. 
-58. -~8) 

\\'CF 
1<.'PP-35. -36. -X5. 
-SX .• l) I I 

:,..;onradionuclides 

.\1ercury 

.\1ercury 

Chromium Ill. 
Chromium \'I. Lead. 
mercury 

Chromium \"l 

Boron 

\1etals and organics 

:'1.-fercury 

'.\fercury 

Radionuclide 

Sr-90 

Cs-lJ7. Eu-152. Eu-154. 
Sr-90. Co-60 

Sr-90 

:\m-2-l I. 1\p-237. 
Pu-238- :!39. C-234. and 
L"-238 

Cs-13 7, Eu-152. Eu-154. 
Co-60, and Sr-90 

Am-137. Cs-137. Eu-15-L 
Pu-239. and Sr-90 

Cs-13 7 

. .\m-241. Cs-1.H. and Cs-
137 

Comments 

Solely an ecological concern . 
. .\pproxima1ely l 05 m.t of soil. 

Solely an ecological concern. 
Approximately 88 m'.ofsoil. 

Solely an ecological concern. 
Approximately 325.5 m-' of soil. 

Solely an ecological concern. 
Approximately 79.800 m3 of soil. 

This site will be remediated based 
on the HHRA. an assessment 
beyond 1he screening level was 
not deemed necessary. 

groupings including Tank Fam1 Soils. Soils Lmkr Buildings and Structures. Other Surface Soils. Perched 
Water. the SRPA. and Buried Gas Cylinder Sites. ln<li, i<lual sites include the SFE-20 Hot Waste Tank 
S),tcm. The response actions selected in this ROD are designed to reduce the potential threats to human 
health and or the em 1ronmem to al'.'ceptable k\ c:ls. 

• 
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8. REMEDIAL ACTION OBJECTIVES 

Remedial action objectives ( RA Os) for OL' 3- I 3 were developed in accordance with the NCP and 
CERCLA Rl'FS guidance. RA Os specify contaminants and media of concern, potential exposure 
pathways. and remediation goals. Remediation goals establish acceptable exposure levels that are 
protective of human health and the environment. Factors that are considered in establishing remediation 
goals are outlined in 40 CFR 300.430(e)(2)(i). RAOs are specific risk criteria that take into consideration 
the assumed future land uses at the INTEC. The RAOs were defined through discussions between the 
Agencies (IDHW, EPA. and DOE). The RAOs are primarily based on the results of the baseline risk 
assessment and applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs). 

To achieve a reasonable degree of protection at the WAG 3 sites, the Agencies have selected_ 
remedy for each group of sites that meet the RAOs. These remedies protect human health and the 
environment and meet regulatory requirements. The WAG 3 RAOs were developed for specific media 
(i.e .. soils. perched water. or groundwater) .. The applicable RAOs for a particular site or group of sites 
depend on the speci fie media impacted. 

RA Os were also developed for ecological receptors. based on a screening-level ERA. For release 
sites that pose a potential threat to both human health and ecological receptors, it is assumed that remedies 
selected to protect human health will be designed to address ecological concerns. A specific RAO was 
developed for sites that solely pose a threat to ecological receptors. For ecological receptors. the 
remediation goal for protection of the environment at INTEC is to reduce contaminant concentrations to 
less than IO times the background COC concentration. 

The INTEC land use assumptions used to develop the _RAOs include industrial use prior to 2095, 
and potential residential use after that time. Other assumptions used to develop the RAOs included: 

I. The INTEC facility will be used as an industrial facility up to the year 2095. During the 
period of DOE operations. expected to last to at least 2045, this area is a radiological control 
area. 

., 

3. 

5. 

Only the contaminated groundwater present in the SRPA outside of the current INTEC 
security fence is addressed in this ROD. The selected remedy is expected to fully address 
this contamination. However. this action does not address groundwater inside the current 
J:,..;TEC security fence, which will be addressed under OU 3-14. · 

For the time period 2095 and beyond, it is assumed that the SRPA located outside the current 
INTEC security fence will be used as a drinking water supply. 

The annual carcinogenic risk at INTEC from natural background radiation due to surface 
ele\·ation and background soil radiological contamination is 10-.i (EPA 1994, :-..:EA 1997. 
UNEP 1985). 

Pem1anent land use restrictions will be placed on those release site source areas and the 
ICDF rnmpkx. \\ hich \\ ill be closed in place. for as long as land use and access restrictions 
are n::quired to he protecti\'e of human health and the environment. 
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Thi! human health RAOs developed for soils and groundwater at OC 3-13 include: 

I. Groundwater 

2. 

a. For l:'.\TEC-impacted groundwater (located in the groundwater contaminant plume 
outside of the current INTEC security fence) restore the aquifer for use by 2095 
and bevond. so that the risk will not exceed a cumulative carcinogenic risk of 
I x I o·:i for groundwater ingestion. -

b. For INTEC-impacted groundwater (located in the groundwater contaminant plume 
outside of the current 1:--.;TEC security fence) restore the aquifer to drinking water 
quality (below Y1CLs) for use by 2095 and beyond. 

c. For INTEC-impacted groundwater (located in the groundwater contaminant plume 
outside of the current INTEC security fence) restore the aquiferto so that the non
carcinogenic risk will not exceed a total HI of I for groundwater ingestion. 

d. For l~TEC-impacted groundwater (located in the groundwater contaminant plume 
outside of the current INTEC security fence), prevent groundwater consumption by 
the public until Objectives a, b. and c, listed above. are met. 

e. Maintain caps placed o\'er contaminated soil or debris areas that are contained in 
place and the closed IC OF-complex, to prevent the release of leachate to 
underlying groundwater which would result in exceeding a cumulative 
carcinogenic risk of I x I 0 .. 1• a total HI of I; or applicable State of Idaho 
groundwater quality standards (i.e., MCLs) in the SRPA. 

Surface Soils 

a. Prevent exposure to contaminated surface soils at each release site such that for all 
surface exposure pathways. a cumulative carcinogenic risk of I x I 0·4 and a total 
HI of I is not exceeded at each release site. These RAOs also address "~o Further 
Action" Sites where the current radiological contaminant levels will meet 
residential risk-based concentration on or before year 2095. The RAOs will be 
achieved as follows: 

( 1) DOE Operational Phase, expected until year 2045: 

(a) Implement Institutional Controls to limit access and exposure 
duration at each source area to achieve a cumulative carcinogenic risk 
of I x lfr.i and a total HI of I. 

(b) Remove contaminated soil at each source area. sufficient to achieve a 
cumulative carcinogenic risk of I x I o·.i and a total HI of I to a future 
residential user: or cap in place contaminated soil or debris areas 
presenting a cumulative carcinogenic risk of I x 10-.i and a total 
HI of I. 

( 2 l Go\ emment Control Phase: expected between year 2045 a11d 2095 

la) Implement Institutional Controls to limit the duration and frequenc::, 
l>f t!:Xpo:..ure to non-capped contaminated !ioil areas by the public to 
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achieve a cumulative carcinogenic risk of I x lo·" and a total 
HI of l. 

(b) '.\-faintain caps for contaminated soil areas which are contained in 
place, to prevent exposure of the public to a cumulative 
carcinogenic risk of l x Io·" and a total HI of I. 

(c) \1aintain the closed and capped JCDF complex to prevenr exposure 
of the public to a cumulative carcinogenic risk of I x 10·" and a total 
HI of I. 

(3) Post-Government Control. Beyond 2095. Continue Institutional Controls 
at all capped areas to prevent disturbance of capped areas to achieve a 
.cumulative carcinogenic risk of l x Io·"' and a total HI of l. 

3. Perched Water 

a. Prevent migration of radionuclides from perched water in concentrations that 
would cause SRPA groundwater outside the current INTEC security fence to 
exceed a cumulative carcinogenic risk of l x 10·", a total HI of l; or applicable 
State of Idaho groundwater quality standards (i.e., :'vtCLs) in 2095 and.beyond. 

b. Prevent excavations into and drilling through the contaminated earth materials 
remaining after the desaturation of the perched water to prevent exposure of the 
public to a cumulative carcinogenic risk of I x I ff"'. a total HI of I; and protection 
of the SRPA to meet Objective 3a listed above . 

4. Snake River Plain Aquifer (INTEC-derived groundwater contaminant plume outside current 
INTEC security fence) 

a. Prior to 2095, prevent current on-site workers and general public from ingesting 
SRPA groundwater that exceeds a cumulative carcinogenic risk of I x Io·\ a total 
HI of I; or applicable State of Idaho groundwater quality standards (i.e., :'vtCLs). 

b. In 2095 and beyond, ensure that SRPA groundwater does not exceed a cumulative 
carcinogenic risk of I x Io--': a total Hf of I: or applicable State of Idaho 
groundwater quality standards (i.e., \l!Cls). 

5. Other Areas 

a. For other source areas that either pose a safety hazard, a threat of release to 
ground\vater. or an ecological hazard. the RA Os include: 

(I) Eliminate the safety hazard posed by buried compressed gas cylinders at 
sites CPP-84 and CPP-94. 

(2) Eliminate the threat of release to the SRPA posed by the SFE-20 Hot 
Waste Tank System. 

I J J Pn.:\ ent ecological receptor exposure to surface soil COCs lvith a 
concentration greater than l O times background concentrations that may 
cause a{h·erse effects to resident populations of flora or fauna, as 
determined h: the screening le\eJ ERA. 
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8.1 Remediation Goals 

To meet the RAOs, remediation goals are established. These goals generally are quantitative 
cleanup le\'els based primarily on risk to hum?n health and the environment. The remediation goals are 
based on the resnlts of the BRA and evaluation of expected exposures and risks for selected alternatives. 
If an ARAR is more restricti\'e, then the ARAR standard is used as the remediation goal. The 
remediation goals will be used to assess the effectiveness of the selected remedial alternatives in meeting 
the RAOs. 

A I x I o·.i cumulative carcinogenic risk or cumulative HI of l for noncarcinogenic contaminants. 
whichever is more restrictive for a given contaminant, is the primary ba:.is for determining remediation 
goals for the OC 3-13 sites of concern. The higher end of the carcinogenic risk range has been selected 
because the carcinogenic risk at I'.\ITEC from natural background radiation due to surface elevation and 
background soil radiological contamination is estimated at IO"'' (EPA 1994. NEA 1997. UNEP 1985). 

Remediation goals for contaminated soils are based on soil concentrations that satisfy the I x I 0"4 

carcinogenic risk goal or non-carcinogenic HI of I for current non-workers and future workers and 
residents. Risk-based soil concentrations corresponding to a I x I 0·4 risk or a HI of! for individual soil 
COCs are presented in Table 8-1. If more than one COC is present at a particular release site. these 
activities or concentrations will be modified so that the cumulative risk is I x J 0·4 or HI is I. These 
risk-based remediation goals will be used to verify the effectiveness of the selected remedial action and to 
detennine if additional remedial action (such as additional excavation) is necessary prior to closing the 
release site. 

Table 8-1. Soil risk-based remediation goals. 

Contaminant of Concern 

Radionuclides 

Am-.'.!41 

Cs-137 

Eu-IS:! 

Eu-154 

Pu-.'.!3~ 

Pu-239 .'.!40 

Pu-241 

Sr-90 

~onradionuclidesc 

Mc:rcur\ (human health) 

Soil Risk-Based 
· Remediation Goala 

For Single COCsb 
(pCi:g or mg/kg) 

290 

23 

270 

5200 

670 

250 

56.000 

223 

23 

.I Sour.:..: ,,r" n,l.,bJ,cJ ,ml rc111cd1a11,m g.uak T Jhk ~-1 of the (JI· 3-1.• I'S. Risk-hi1~ed remediation goals 
,le\ clup.:J 1,1r rc,1J.:n11JI ,i:cnarm. 

h If muluplc: .:11111.11mn.1ms Jrc pn:,..:111. u,e a .\11111 ot" th<' 1,-.1uu111, 1,1 dc1i:n111nc chi: c,1mbmi:J COC ri:mc<l1a11,Hi :;·Jal. 

, fh..: 111.:r.:ur: ri:111i:J1Jt111n g,1Jl \\J, ,.:li:l"h:J thm1 ch.: El'.\ Ri:g1,,11 ·'· .\pn! I '!'Iii. ,ai:i:ning. gu1<lJnci: t'nr ,l)il 
1111.!c,uun unJ.:r the ro.:,1J..:1111.1I ,,·.:nJrlll. 
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Dose-based soil remediation goals that correspond to the concentration- or activity-based soil 
remediation goals in Table 8-l will be developed during RD to facilitate field implementation of the 
remedial action .. It should be noted that for current on-site DOE-workers. the occupational dose limit is 
specified in IO c;'FR 835 . .202. The annual occupational dose limit is a total effective dose equivalent 
equal to 5 rem (0.05 Sv). For exposure of the general public prior to the Year 2095, land use is projected 
as industrial. The above remediation goals combined with institutional controls are considered protective 
for industrial use of the area by the general public prior to the Year 2095. 

Nonradionuclide remediation goals for mercury. le~d. and chromium were also estimated for 
ecological receptors. The ecological receptor remediation goals estimated for these constituents are 0.5 
mg/kg for mercury, 170 mg/kg for lead. and 330 mg/kg for chromium. These remediation goals are being 
used because of the small volume of the sites and the cost effectiveness of taking remedial action versus 
additional study to refine the estimate. An evaluation of whether additional soil excavation is necessary 
to protect ecological receptors will be conducted after the WAG IO plant uptake treatability study is 
completed. 

Remediation goals for INTEC-derived COCs present in the SRP A groundwater outside the current 
INTEC security fence are based on the applicable State of Idaho groundwater quality standards 
(IDAPA 16.01.011.200). The SRPA COCs consist of tritium, Sr-90 and daughters, 1-129, Np-237, 
chromium. and mercury prior to 2095 and Sr-90, 1-129, Np-237, plutonium and uranium isotopes and 
their daughters, and mercury in 2095 and beyond. The SRPA groundwater remediation goals for these 
COCs are presented in Table 8-2. 

The remediation goal for INTEC-derived alpha-emitting radionuclides (i.e., Np-237, Pu isotopes 
and their daughters, Am-241, and U isotopes and their daughters) in SRP A groundwater outside the 
current INTEC security fence corresponds to a cumulative alpha-activity of 15 pCi/L in the year 2095 and 
beyond. Modeling has shown that alpha-emitting radionuclides are not t;xpected to exceed the 15 pCiiL 
standard -in the SRPA inside the current INTEC security fence until the year 2750, with a peak 
concentration occurring in the year 3804. Remediation, if necessary, of the Tank Farm inside the current 
INTEC security fence are expected to mitigate the future alpha-emitting radionuclide impacts in the 
SRPA outside the current INTEC security fence. Remediation goals for the alpha-emitting radionuclides 
in the SRPA inside the current INTEC security fence will be established in the final action developed in 
OU 3-14. 

The remediation goal for beta-gamma-emitting radionuclides (tritium, Sr-90 and daughters, and 
1-129) in SRPA groundwater outside the current f;\;TEC security fence is restricted to a cumulative dose 
of 4 mrem/yr in the year 2095 and beyond. The remediation goals for chromium and mercury are 
I 00 ug/L and .2 ug/L. respecti\'ely. for individual constituent '.'v1CLs. 

8.1.1 Tank Farm Soils Interim Action (Group 1) 

The principal threats at the Tank Farm Soils release sites are external exposure to radiation and 
potential leaching and transport of contaminants to the perched water or the SRPA. The remediation 
goals for the Tank Fam1 Soils interim action are: 

l. 

, 

3. 

Pre\·enting intrusion into soil contaminants by the general public 

Rt:duce precipitation infiltration by approximatt:ly X0°o of the average annual precipitation at 
the sitt: 

\la.ximize run-off and minimizt: surfact: \\ att:r ronding on the Tank Fam1 
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-l. Prevent surface water run-on from a I in 25 year. 2-l hour stonn event 

5. :\.1inimize infiltration and subsequent contaminant leaching due to external building drainage 
and run-on. 

These remediation goals support groundwater RA Os I a through Id; surface soil RAO 2A( I )(a), 
perched water RAO 3a. and SRPA RAO 4b. 

8.1.2 Soils Under Buildings and Structures (Group 2) 

The primary threat posed by Soils Under Buildings and Structures sites is external exposure to 
radionuclides and possible leaching and transport of soil contaminants to the perched water or SRPA. 
The selected alternative for Group 2 is a deferred action. It is assumed that the present buildings or 
structures aid in limiting external exposure and infiltration directly over the contaminated soils. 

Remediation goals were developed for the Soils Cnder Buildings and Structures for the pre-D&D 
and post-D&D time periods. The remediation goals for the pre-D&D time period are to prevent exposure 
to current workers and non-\vorkers and to minimize possible leaching and transport of contaminants to 
underlying SRPA groundwater. The remediation goals for the post-D&D time period are to prevent 
exposure to future workers and residents and to minimize possible leaching and transport of contaminants 
to underlying SRPA groundwater. 

Table 8-2. SRPA remediation goals. 

Contaminant of Concern 

Beta-gamma emitting radionuclides 

Sr-90 and daughters 

Tritium 

1-129 
Alpha-emitting rad ion uclides 

Uranium and daughters 

~p-23 7 and daughters 

Plutonium and daughters 

.-\m-:?41 and daughters 

'.'ionradionuclides 

Chromium 

~1crcury 

SRPA Remediation Goals 
(Maximum Contaminant Levels) 

For Single COCsa 

Total of beta-gamma emitting radionucJides 
shall not exceed 4 mremiyr effective dose 
equivalent 

8 pCi,'L 

20,000 pCi;L 

I pCi!L n 

15 pCitL 
total alpha emitting radionuclides 

15 pCi'L 

15 pCi:'L 

15 pCi L 

15 pCi L 

I 00 ~tg. L 

2 ~tg L 

Decay Type 

Beta-Gamma 

Beta 

Beta 

Beta-Gamma 

Alpha 

Alpha 

Alpha 

Alpha 

Alpha 

:--.:ot applicable 

\:ot applicable 

,I lfmult1plc! i:1ll11J111111;.mt, Jre prt!,c!nl. u~c! a ~um of the fra.:tll>rh Ill di:termm,: the .:nmbtnc!c.l COCs remt!d1ation goab. 

h, Oen\ ed .:,m.:entratt,m If on h beta-l!amma rac.l1onm: lid,: pre,ent. 

• 
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These remediation goals will be accomplished by the following: 

I. Pre-D&D 

a. Warning current building or structure users that contaminated soils lie beneath the 
basement floor. Maintaining the buildings or structures to minimize moisture 
infiltration and to prevent unacceptable exposure to current industrial users. 

b. Minimizing surface water run-on and precipitation infiltration adjacent to the 
buildings or structures by modifying drainage patterns around buildings and 
performing surface modifications as necessary to minimize leaching and transport of 
soil contaminants to underlying SRPA groundwater. 

2. Post-D&D 

a. Implementing the institutional controls described in Table 11-1. 

b. Capping the contaminated areas with an engineered barrier in accordance with the 
substantive requirements of the hazardous waste landfill closure standards 
(IDAPA 16.01.05.008 (40 CFR 264.310]). 

c. Excavating the contaminated soils that exceed the soil remediation goals listed in 
Table 8-1 and subsequent disposal and management in the ICDF. 

These remediation goals support groundwater RAOs la.through le, surface soil RAO 2a, perched 
water RAO 3a, and SRPA RAO 4b. 

8.1.3 Other Surface Soils (Group 3) 

The primary threat posed by the Other Surface Soils is external exposure to contaminated soils. 
The remediation goal for the Other Surface Soils is to prevent external exposure to current workers and 
non-workers and future workers and residents. This remediation goal will be accomplished by: 

I. Implementing the institutional controls described in Table 11-1. 

2. Minimizing future residental exposure to surface soils in 2095 and beyond by excavating the 
contaminated soils exceeding the remediation goals in Table 8-1, to a minimum depth of 3m 
( 10 ft) and subsequent disposal and management of the excavated soils in the [CDF. 

3. Capping the contaminated areas that are not excavated with an engineered barrier in 
accordance with the substantive requirements of the hazardous waste landfill closure 
standards (IDAPA 16.01.05.008 (40 CFR 264.310]). 

The remediation goal supports surface soil RAO 2a. 

8.1.3.1 /NEEL CERCLA Disposal Facility (ICDF) Goals and Requirements. Contaminated 
soils from the Group 3 sites will be disposed and managed in the ICDF. The primary threats posed by 
soils and debris disposed and managed in the ICDF are external exposure to radiation and the release of 
leachate to underlying groundwater that could potentially impact the SRPA. The remediation goal for the 
ICDF is to consolidate contaminated :;oils at a single location to pre\·ent exposure of human and 
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ecological receptors. This remediation goal will be a~cori1plished by siting. designing, operating. and 
closing the ICDF to prevent exposures or leachate releases to the underlying SRPA groundwater. The 
siting, design. operation. closure. and post-closure requirements necessary to accomplish these 
remediation goals include: 

Siting Requirements-The ICDF will meet or exceed RCRA Subtitle C location standards 
speci lied in I DAPA 16.01.05.008 ( 40 CFR .264. l 8 ). 

Design Requirements-The ICDF design will: 

I. :i..teet or exceed RCRA Subtitle C design standards specified in IDAPA 16.01.05.008 
(40 CFR 264.30 I and 40 CFR 2&4.30.2) and the PCB Chemical \Vaste Landfill design 
requirements 40 CFR 761. 75. 

2. \i1inimize precipitation run-on and maximize precipitation run-off to effectively reduce 
infiltration through the contaminated soils and debris. 

3. :V1inimize subsidence of the waste and the landfill cap. 

4. Ensure that the resulting design is protective of human and ecological receptors. 

5. Ensure that the resulting design is protective of the SRPA. 

Operational Requirements-The ICDF operation will: 

I. Limit disposed wastes to those generated by the !NEEL CERCLA program. 

2. Limit disposed wastes to those with contaminant concentrations that will not result in MCLs 
being exceeded in the SRPA. 

3. Limit disposed wastes to low level radioactive waste. PCB solids. hazardous, and mixed low 
level radioactive waste. 

4. Treat waste (soils. debris. and treatment residues) on-Site as necessary to meet 
Agency-approved Waste Acceptance Criteria devdoped during the RD. 

5. Treat waste (soils. debris. and treatment residues) originating from outside the WAG 3 AOC 
to comply with the land disposal requirements specified in IDAPA 16.01.05.011 
(40 CFR 268 and 40 CFR 268.49) as applicable. 

6. Minimize leachate generation. Leachate will be collected and treated using 
physical:chemical treatment ( i.e .. C\ aporation in a surface impoundment designed in 
accordance with the substanti\'e requireri1ents of the hazardous waste surface impoundments 
< IDAPA 16.01.05.008 (40 CFR 264.221 ]). Residues from the evaporation process will be 
managed in the ICDF as necessary during the acti\ e life and post-closure period of the 1.CDF 
cells. 
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Closure and Post-Closure Requirements-The ICDF closure and post-closure will: 

I. 

,, 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Meet or exceed RCRA Subtitle C closure and pbst-closure care requirements specified in 
IDAPA 16.01.05.008 (40 CFR 264.310). 

Ensure that the final cover is designed to serve as an intrusion barrier for a period of at least 
1.000 years. 

Minimize subsidence of the landfill and its final cover. 

Place easily located permanent markers at all comer boundaries for each cell of the landfill 
that identify the potential exposure hazards. 

Place permanent land use restrictions, zoning restrictions, and deed restrictions on the ICDF 
and its adjacent buffer zone to permanently preclude industrial or residential development 
until unacceptable risk no longer remains at the site. 

6. Include the disposal records and the surveyed permanent marker locations in the land use 
restriction documents. 

These remediation goals support groundwater RAOs la through le, surface soil RAOs 2a(I )(a) and 
, 2a(2)(c), and SRPA RAO 4b. . 

8.1.4 Perched Water (Group 4) 

The primary threat posed by perched water is migration of contaminants to the SRP A. The perched 
· water remediation goals are to: 

I. Reduce recharge to the perched zones 

2. Minimize migration of contaminants to the SRPA. so that SRPA groundwater outside of the 
current INTEC security fence meets the applicable State of Idaho groundwater standards 
by 2095. 

The remediation goals for the perched water are primarily designed to reduce the moisture content 
of the perched zone so that the contaminant transport rate in the vadose zone is reduced and radionuclide 
contaminants present in the perched zone have more time to naturally decay and reduce the concentration 
of potential contaminants released to the SRPA. 

The perched water remediation goals will be accomplished by: 

I. Limiting recharge to the perched zone by closing and relocating the existing percolation 
ponds. and ceasing lawn irrigation. where necessary. at the INTEC so that the moisture 
content is sufficiently reduced to retard Sr-90 migration by approximately three (3) half-lives 
(about 90 years). 

If the moisture content and contaminant flux is not sufficiently reduced as indicated .by moisture 
~ontent and perched water monitoring and \·erified by the OL 3-13 vadose zone model. then additional 
infiltration i:ontrols \\ ill be implemented to achie, e the necessar~ desaturation. and corresponding 
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reduction in contaminant transport rate. m the perched zone. The additional infiltration controls that \viii 
be implt:!mented Cm the listed order) include: 

I. 

, 

3. 

Lining the Big Lost Ri\·er 

Closing and relocating the existing Sewage Treatment Plant lagoons and infiltration galleries 

L"pgrading the l~TEC-wide drainage controls. repairing leaking fire water lines. and 
eliminating steam condensate discharges. 

These remediation goals support groundwater RAOs I a through I c. perched \vater RA Os 3a and 
3b. and SRPA RAO -tb. 

8.1.5 Snake River Plain Aquifer (Group 5) 

The primary threat posed by SRPA is ingestion of contaminated groundwater. The remediation 
goals for the SRPA outside the current I:>,;TEC security fence are to: 

I. Pre\·enting current on-site workers and non-workers during the institutional control period 
from ingesting contaminated drinking water above the applicable State of Idaho groundwater 
standards or risk-based groundwater concentrations. 

2. Achieving the applicable State of Idaho groundwater standards or risk-based groundwater 
concentrations in the SRPA plume. south of the INTEC security fence by the year 2095. 

Modeling predicts that the applicable State of Idaho groundwater standards will be naturally 
achieved by 2095. except for Sr-90, I-129. ~nd plutonium isotopes. Modeling also predicts that removal 
of the existing percolation ponds (the principal component of the selected Perched Water remedy) will 
reduce the moisture content so that the individual Sr-90 '.\IICL is achieved by 2095. 

:V1odeling also has shO\vn that plutonium. an alpha-emitting radionuclide, is not expected to exceed 
tht:! 15 pCi.· L alpha-emitting radionuclide standard in the SRPA inside of the current INTEC security 
fence until the year 2750. with a peak concentration occurring in the year 3804. Remediation. if 
necessary. of the SRPA inside the current !STEC security fence \viii mitigate the future plutonium 
impacts in the SRPA outside the current 1-:,..:TEC security fence. The remedy for the SRPA inside the 
current INTEC security fence is being developed under OC 3-1-t. Therefore. a decision on plutonium 
remediation goals is deferred to the OU 3-1-t ROD. 

The SRPA remediation goals will be accomplished by: 

I. 

, 

~taintaining institutional controls O\W the area of the 1:-.:TEC-derived SRPA contaminant 
plume outside of the current 1:-..:TEC security fence to prevent exposure to contaminated 
groundwater during the time that groundwater in the aquifer remains above the remediation 
goals specified in Table 8-2. 

Detl!rmining if ground\\ ater 4ual ity outside the current 1:,,.;TEC security fence will be 
re:.tored by 2095 and beyond. If the modeb.l action le\ els for COCs are exceeded, a 
conungl!nt pumping and treatrm.:nt action \\ i II bl! implemented to remo\·e su fticient 
contaminant sourcl! to facilnate aquifer re~roration hy 2095. 
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These remediation goals support groundwater RAOs la through le, and SRPA RAOs 4a and 4b . 

8.1.6 Buried Gas Cylinders (Group 6) 

The principal threat posed by the buried gas cylinders is a safety hazard, including chemical 
exposure, fire. explosion, and projectile hazards. The remediation goal for the buried gas cylinders is to 
remedy the safety hazard posed by the disposed cylinders. 

The remediation goal will be accomplished by: 

I. Excavating, removing, treating, and disposing the cylinders (\\·aste that meets the ICDF WAC 
will be disposed in the ICDF). 

The Agencies may elect to pursue a contingent remedy of capping in place pursuant to the 
substantive requirements of IDAPA 16.01.05.008 ( 40 CFR 264.310) if safety concerns with excavation 
and removal prevent implementation of the selected remedy. 

The remediation goal supports Other Areas RAO 5a. 

8.1.7 SFE-20 Hot Waste Tank System (Group 7) 

The principal threats posed by the SFE-20 Tank system is external exposure and the potential for a 
contaminant release to the environment. The remediation goals for the SFE-20 tank system are as 
follows: 

I. Limit potential external exposures to workers and non-workers 

2. Remove radioactive and hazardous substances remaining in the tank system to prevent 
potential contaminant releases to the underlying soils or groundwater. 

The remediation goals will be accomplished by: 

I. \1aintaining existing institutional controls to prevent current worker and non-worker 
exposure. 

2. Removing, excavating, treating, and disposing the SFE-20 hot waste tank system waste and 
components to eliminate the threat of release to the environment (waste that meets the ICDF 
WAC will be disposed in the ICDF). 

3. Remediating contaminated soils present beneath the SFE-20 tank system that may pose an 
external exposure risk or threat to groundwater (waste that meets the [CDF WAC \Viii be 
disposed in the ICDF). 

These remediation goals support Other Areas RAO 5a and also support groundwater RA Os I a 
through le . 
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9 DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES 

A range of cleanup alternati\eS was developed and e\'aluated against the nine CERCLA evaluation 
criteria for each of the seven release site groups. The alternatives were developed from a list of 
representative remediation technologies for technical and cost evaluation purposes. With the exception of 
the ··;...;o Action" alternative. the selected remedies are protective of ecological concerns. The "~o 
Action" alternative is not protective of human health and the environment beyond the institutional control 
period. The alternatives evaluated for each group are summarized in the following sections. For more 
detailed descriptions of the evaluated alternatives refer to the OU 3-13 FS and FSS (DOE-ID 1997a. 
DOE-ID 1998a). More detailed descriptions of the selected alternatives are found in Section 11. ft 
should be noted that during preparation of the cost estimates for the FS. assumptions were made regarding 
what activities comprise existing institutional controls (e.g .. land use/site access restrictions, monitoring, 
maintenance). The following alternative descriptions reflect those assumed activities. The original broad 
assumptions have changed. however. and the current, more specific institutional control scenarios are 
presented in Section I I . 

The alternative descriptions in this section and Section IO are from the comparisons in the OU 3-13 
FS. The selected alternatives have been refined subsequent to the FS. The detailed descriptions in 
Section I I reflect these changes. 

9.1 Tank Farm Soils Interim Action (Group 1) 

After review of the OU 3-13 RI/FS, the Agencies detennined that additional information was 
required to select a final remedy for this group of sites. The Agencies have postponed a final decision on 
the Tank Fann because of the uncertainty concerning contaminant extent, and site risks. Additional site · 
characterization and risk analysis will be perfonned at the Tank Fann in a separate RI/FS that is 
designated as OU 3- IA. Remedial alternatives will be developed in the OU 3-14 Rl/FS using the existing 
and newly developed data and will be presented to the public in a separate proposed plan. 

An interim action is selected for the Tank Farm in this ROD while the new Rl/FS is conducted. 
The interim action will be performed to minimize contaminant exposures and to limit further impacts to 
soil and groundwater until a final remedy is implemented. A final remedy decision is anticipated prior to 
2008. The interim action is consistent with the expected final remedy. Interim action alternatives were 
developed and evaluated for the Tank Farm in the FS Supplement. The implemented interim action will 
be designed to prevent exposure to contaminants present at the site and to minimize moisture that may 
infiltrate through the Tank Farm soils and leach and transport contaminants to the perched water, and 
possibly to the SRPA. Interim actions are justified because the facility will be in operation until 2012. 
L1ntil the facility is closed, surface \vater controls remain necessary. This action will likely be a 
component of the final remedy. Three alternatives were developed and evaluated for the Tank Fann Soils 
Interim Action to meet the current remediation objectives and are discussed in the following sections. 

9.1.1 Interim Alternatives Descriptions. 

9.1.1.1 Alternative 1-"No Action" with Monitoring. Alternative I consists of the existing 
institutional controls currently implemented at the site. ;\"o active remediation will be performed at the 
sire to alter the existing conditions. The existing institutional controls include site access restrictions. 
radiation monitoring. and maintenance for a period of8 years or until a final remedy decision is made by 
the Agencies and implemented . 
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9.1.1.2 Alternative 2-1:nhanced Institutional Controls. Alternative 2 consists of the existing 
institutional controls described for Alternative l and additional monitoring and institutional controls. 
This additional monitoring and controls include the installation of new clustered monitoring wells in the 
perched water and aquifer to enhance the existing groundwater monitoring capabilities during the interim 
action period and to verify hydraulic parameters and water quality. They also .include additional \Vaming 
signs. surface and subsurface markers, and land use restrictions to prevent exposures to contaminat.ed 
groundwater. 

9.1. 1.3 Alternative 3-1:nhanced Institutional Controls with Surface Water Control. 
Alternative 3 includes the existing and additional institutional controls described for Alternative 2 and an 
interim remedy to control surface \Vater runon and infiltration at the Tank Fam1. The interim remedy 
includes surface grading and sealing of the Tank Farm soils to divert 80% of the average annual 
precipitation away from the contaminated areas. and exterior building drainage improvements to direct 
water away from the contaminated areas so that moisture infiltration is minimized and contaminants are 
not mobilized. The run-on water \viii be managed as part of the existing surface water drainage system. 
and the run-off water will be collected and managed in a lined evaporation pond. to be constructed as part 
of this altemati1;e. 

9.2 Soils Under Buildings or Structures (Group 2) 

Contaminant source releases are not well defined for the Soils Under Buildings and Structures 
sites. Contaminated soil release sites are assumed to be present as a result of accidental past releases 
during plant operations. The releases occurred under buildings or structures making characterization 
difficult. The primary threat posed by these sites is external exposure to radionuclide-contaminated soil if 
the buildings or structures are removed. The soils also pose a niinor threat to groundwater. Although 
these potential releases to the environment are recognized. the release sites are not readily accessible and 
may remain covered by the facilities, since the buildings or structures may be closed in place as 
operations cease. The D&D program is determining the fate of individual buildings. Buildings may 
remain in place upon closure. Evaluations, conducted as part of the CERCLA 5-year review process, will 
confirm whether the presence of the existing structures over these sites limits soil exposures and moisture 
infiltration. Three alternatives were evaluated for the Soils Cnder Buildings or Structures group to 
minimize the threat of contaminant exposure or mobilization. 

9.2.1 Alternatives Descriptions 

9.2.1.1 Alternative 1-"No Action" with Monitoring. Alternative I is comprised of existing 
institutional controls currently implemented at the site. No active remediation will be performed under 
this alternative to alter the existing site conditions. The existing institutional controls include DOE land 
use and site access restrictions. These controls will remain in place until 2095. 

9.2.1.2 Alternative 2-Containment. Altemati,·e 2 is a deferred action which includes the 
existing institutional controls described for Altemati,·e I. additional institutional controls. and soil 
containment with engineered barriers. The additional institutional controls may include land or regulatory 
restrictions to pre\'ent inad\·ertent e'-posure to contaminants. The proposed engineered barriers will be 
comprised of natural earthen materials designed to isolate the contaminants until they are no longer a risk. 
The final CO\er designs will meet ARA Rs and are subject to the FF A CO review process. It should be 
noted that the engineered barriers cannot be constructed until adjacent building or structures have 
uncforgone D&D. In :ht:' meantime. the presence of the existing buildings or structures is assumed to limn 
,;01l e\plht1res and moisture intiltration. The effecti\eness of the buildings and structures in limiting. 
e,po~ures and infiltration\\ ill he e,aluated as part of the CERCLA 5-year rc,·iew process for OL' 3-13. 
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If the building or structure is entombed in place. the end-state will be subject to review under the FFA.iCO 
to ensure that the RAOs for perched water. surface soils. and the SRPA are met. 

9.2.1.3 Alternative 3-Removal and Onsite Disposal. Alternative 3 was developed in the 
event that contaminated soils present beneath the buildings or structures become exposed following D&D. 
Alternative 3 includes the existing and additional institutional controls described for Alternative 2. and 
removal and on-Site disposal of contaminated soils exposed during D&D. The exposed contaminated 
soils \viii be excavated and disposed in the ICDF. 

9.3 Other Surface Soils (Group 3) 

The Other Surface Soils release sites resulted from miscellaneous contaminant spills or past waste 
disposal activities at the INTEC. The primary threat posed by most of these release sites is external 
exposure. One site (CPP-93) contains mercury at concentrations potentially hazardous to humans. Three 
of the sites. CPP-14, -44. and -55, pose solely an ecological risk because of nonradionuclide 
contaminants, such as mercury, chromium. and lead. These sites are being remediated under the 
screening action levels because of their small size (i.e., soil volume) and the cost benefit of not pursuing 
further studies on them. Five alternatives were evaluated for the Other Surface Soils release sites to 
address a range of potential cleanup actions that are protective of human health and the environment. The 
alternatives include existing and additional institutional controls. containment using an engineered barrier, 
removal and onsite disposal. and remov'al, ex situ treatment. and off-Site disposal. 

9.3.1 Alternatives Descriptions 

9.3.1.1 Alternative 1-"No Action" with Monitoring. Alternative I is comprised of existing 
institutional controls currently implemented at the site. No active remediation will be performed under 

.this alternative to alter the existing site conditions. The existing institutional controls include site access 
restrictions, radiation surveys. air monitoring, and maintenance. These controls will remain in place until 
2095. 

9.3.1.2 Alternative 2-lnstltutional Controls. Alternative 2 includes the existing institutional 
controls described for Alternative I and additional institutional controls to control exposures to 
contaminated soils. The additional institutional controls include land use and/or regulatory restrictions to 
prevent inadvertent exposure to contaminants. For the boxed soils comprising Site CPP-92, the soils will 
be loaded into SEALAND K-type containers IO years after ROD signature to provide additional stability 
and control. 

9.3.1.3 Alternative 3-Containment. Alternative 3 includes existing and additional institutional 
controls described for Alternative 2 and containment using an engineered barrier. The proposed 
engineered barrier is comprised of natural earth materials and designed to isolate the contaminants. 
minimize water infiltration, and reduce contaminant leaching and transport for up to 1.000 years. The 
c:ngineered barrier will be subject to operation and maintenance activities and 5-year reviews under 
CERCLA as long as an unacceptable risk remains, Some of the operating facilities may interfere with 
barrier construction. so that final containment may not be implemented until facility D&D has concluded 
several decades in the future. 

9.3.1.4 Alternative 4A-Removal and Onsite Disposal. Alternative 4A includes the existing: 
institutional controls described in Alternative l and removal and onsite disposal of low le\·el radioacti\ e. 
hazardous. mixed low le\·d radioactive waste. or PCB contaminated soils at each release site in this 
group. Thc:se c:.\Ca\·atc:d soils \\ill be disposed in an ICDF. :\fter remo\·al of soils at individual sires. 
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institutional controls \\ ill be tem1inated at each site but maintained at the location of the ICDF. The ICDF • 
is planned to be constructed south\\ est of the I~TEC faci I ity and west of the current INTEC percolation 
ponds., 

ICDF-To implement onsite disposal of WAG 3 and otherCERCL.\-generated wastes at the 
INEEL. construction and operation of an engineered disposal facility is proposed. The ICDF will be an 
engineered factlity meeting RCRA Subtitle C design and construction requirements. which are the same 
regulations required for commercial disposal facilities. 

The ICDF will be constructed with a disposal capacity of about 400.000 m·1 (5 I 0,000 yd·1 
). The 

disposal cells. including a buffer zone. will cover approximately 219,000 m2 (80 acres). Current 
projections of !~EEL-wide CERCLA waste rnlumes total about 356,283 m 

1 
(466,000 yd'). The selected 

location (Figure 11-3) lies beyond the area that would be inundated by the Big Lost River JOO-year flood 
event. However, design criteria for the life for the facility's include protection from inadvertent intrusion 
for up to 1.000 years. Therefore. a I 000-year flood event, assuming Mackay Dam failure, will be 
evaluated during the remedial design. 

The ICDF will accept only those \vastes generated within !~EEL boundaries during CERCLA 
actions. The OU 3-13 wastes lie within the WAG 3 AOC. Other !NEEL wastes are not included within 
the OU 3-13 AOC. Wastes proposed for disposal at the ICDF would include low-level. mixed low-level. 
hazardous. and limited quantities of Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA) wastes. Most of the waste 
will be contaminated soil, but wood and debris from sites CPP-98 and CPP-99 and other !NEEL 
CERCLA sites are expected~ specific waste acceptance criteria will be de\'eloped during RD. Acceptance 
criteria will include restrictions on contaminant concentrations based on groundwater modeling results 
and the goal of preventing potential future risk to the SRPA. 

9.3.1.5 Alternative 4B-Removal, Treatment, and Off-Site Disposal. Alternative 48 is 
identical to Alternative 4A except that disposal in an off-Site facility is contemplated. Soils will be 
selectively excavated to reduce the soil volume. packaged. and transported by truck or rail to a permitted 
engineered disposal facility located off-Site. Waste will be treated off-Site at the receiving facility. if 
necessary. to satisfy land disposal restrictions. 

9.4 Perched Water (Group 4) 

Although contaminants may be present in the perched \Vater. this water does not pose a threat to 
human health because it is not available for consumption. Hov,.-ever. it does pose a risk to human health 
and the environment because of its potential to migrate to the SRPA. \\ hich is designated as a primary 
drinking ,vater source. Three alternatives were developed and e\·aluated to l'imit exposure to 
contaminated perched water. and to prevent this water from contaminating the SRPA. 

9.4.1 Alternatives Descriptions 

9.4.1.1 Alternative 1- "No Action" with Monitoring. Alternative I is comprised of existing 
m:.titutional controls currently implemented at the site. :-.:o active remediation will be performed under 
this altemati\ e to alter the existing site conditions. The existing institutional controls include site access 
re:.tricllOnl>, radiation surveys. perched water monitoring. and wellhead maintenance. These controls \\ ill 
remain in place until 2095. 

9.4.1.2 Alternative 2-/nstitutional Controls with Aquifer Recharge Control. 
:\hcrm111,e 2 prupo ... e~ e,i:-ting am! add1tional institutional control:- and aquift!r recharge controls to 
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prevent exposures to perched water and to reduce moisture content in the perched water. The existing 
institutional controls are the same as those described for Alternative I. The additional institutional 
controls may include land or regulatory restrictions. to prevent inadvertent exposure to contaminated 
perched water. In addition, perched water-monitoring wells \\:ill be installed to provide additional 
information about the deep perched water. The proposed remedies are actions that control sources 
supplying water to the perched zone. The aquifer recharge controls. discussed below, are designed to 
reduce leaching and transport of soil contaminants to perched water. reduce the volume of water in the 
perched zone, and minimize contaminated perched water releases to the SRPA. 

The initial aquifer recharge controls will include removal of the percolation ponds from service and 
discontinuing lawn irrigation at the INTEC where necessary. A major contribution to the perched water 
originates from the existing percolation ponds. which contribute approximately 70% of the water 
recharging the perched water bodies. Removal of this water source will slow the rate of contaminant 
transport to the SRPA sufficiently to allow natural radioactive decay to reduce the mass of Sr-90 in the 
perched zone so that applicable groundwater quality standards will not be exceeded in 2095 or beyond in 
the SRPA. Discharge to the existing percolation ponds will cease on or before December 31. 2003. See 
Section 11 for a more detailed description. 

If removal of the percolation ponds and ceasing lawn irrigation do not protect the aquifer, 
additional aquifer recharge controls will be implemented. Additional recharge controls may include 
lining the Big Lost River (which contributes about 21% of the perched water recharge), repairing leaking 
tire water lines. curtailing steam condensate discharges to the subsurface, or removing the existing 
Sewage Treatment Plant lagoons and infiltration galleries. The costs of implementing these additional 
recharge controls have not been included in the cost estimates in Section 11 . 

9.4. 1.3 Alternative 3-Aquifer Recharge Control and Perched Water Removal, 
Treatment, and Disposal. Alternative 3 consists of the existing and additional institutional controls 
and aquifer recharge controls described for Alternative 2 with localized pumping, treatment, and disposal 
of perched water contaminant hotspots for a period of 25 years. Localized perched water extraction 
\l,:ould attempt reduction of contaminant mass and contaminant flux to the SRPA. Five new extraction 
wells would be installed to perfonn perched water removal and would be included in the perched water
monitoring program. Contaminated perche.d water would be removed from the five new wells and nine 
existing 1.vells using pulsed pumping at low pumping rates to allow for sufficient well recovery. Extracted 
perched water would be stored in storage tanks. and treated and disposed. Approximately l 74 million L 
(46 million gal) of perched water would be extracted under this alternative. 

9.5 Snake River Plain Aquifer Interim Action (Group 5) 

Contamination in the SRPA primarily resulted from historic wastewater disposal practices at the 
fom1er l~TEC injection well. The COCs are radionuclides and mercury. The contaminated soils and. 
perched water also contribute to future contamination in the SRPA. Predictive modeling suggests that if 
recharge source control actions are not taken. additional contamination may be leached and transported to 
the SRPA. In the conceptual model. the currently contaminated perched water is also a significant source 
of future contamination to the SRPA. Four altemati\'es \\ ere developed to manage the risk posed by 
contaminams in the SRPA. 

9.5.1 Alternatives Descriptions 

9.5.1.1 Alternative 1-"No Action" with Monitoring . . ·\ltemative I is comprised of existing 
111stitutional ..:ontrols presently 1mplememed at the ~ite to minimi/e potential exposure to contaminated 
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groundwater. ~o active remediation will be perfom1ed under this alternative to alter the existing site 
conditions. The existing institutional controls include site access restrictions. radiation surveys, 
groundwater monitoring. and maintenance. These controls will remain in place until 2095. Groundwater 
monitoring \\:tll include sampling and analysis of existing and ne\l,' groundwater wells until 2095 to 
determine changes in contaminant concentrations and water quality. and the rate of the contaminant 
plume migration. Groundwater monitoring \\:ill be conducted. as necessary. to verify achievement of the 
RAOs. 

9.5.1.2 Alternative 2A-lnstitutional Controls, Monitoring, and Source Control. 
Alternative 2A proposes the existing institutional controls described for Alternative I, additional 
institutional controls. and additional monitoring and perched water infiltration source control to limit 
exposure to contaminated groundwater. The additional institutional controls include land use or 
regulatory restrictions to prevent exposure to contaminated groundwater within the INTEC. In addition.· 
six new groundwater-monitoring wells will be installed to supplement the IO existing wells. L"nder this 
alternative. contaminants present in the SRPA will decrease in concentration by radioactive decay and 
dispersion. Source control measures. included in other alternative remedies (Group 4, Alternatives 2 and 
3). significantly decreases future contamination in the SRPA. Predictive modeling demonstrates that if 
the contaminant contributions from the perched water mobilized by the existing percolation ponds are 
eliminated by relocation of the percolation ponds, then contaminant concentrations in downgradient wells 
will still be slightly above acceptable limits at year 2095. Monitoring will be conducted to assess 
reduction of contaminant levels in the SRPA and to ensure that no down-gradient receptors will be 
impacted. Monitoring will be maintained until the contaminant concentrations are below the RAOs. 

9.5.1.3 Alternative 28-/nstitutional Controls with Monitoring and Contingent 
Remediation. Alternative 28 includes the existing and additional institutional controls described for 
Alternative 2A plus active groundwater remediation if sufficient quantities of contaminants of concern are 
found above the groundwater action level(s). 

This action level(s), which is based on modeling results described in Section 5.3.2.3 of the FS 
Supplement ( DOE-ID 1998a). ensures that existing concentrations of 1-129 measured in the SRPA will 
not result in groundwater concentrations in the year 2095 exceeding the derived MCL of I pCi/L. If 
action levels are exceeded, as described in Section 11. treatability studies will commence to determine if 
pumping from the zones of highest contamination is feasible and to evaluate methods to remove 1-129 or 
other COCs from the groundwater. 

The cost estimate for this alternati\·e is based on the assumption that groundwater will be extracted 
from about 20 \\ells at an estimated rate of 3.8 Umin ( I gpm) per well. The actual number of wells and 
e.xtraction rates will be determined during remedial design. Actual treatment technologies will be 
selected during the proposed treatability studies. For comparison and cost estimating purposes. ion 
exchange treatment technology is assumed to be part of this alternative. Remedial action will be 
terminated follo\ving the removal of the design-specified \"Olume of groundwater. 

9.5.1.4 Alternative 3-Contingent Localized Groundwater Removal, Treatment, and 
Disposal. Alternative 3 includes the existing and additional institutional controls described for 
Alternath e :!B. .ind localized remo\·al. treatment. and disposal of groundwater extracted from SRPA 
hotspots until 2095. 1f the 1-129 or other COCs action level(s) is exceeded. Groundwater will be extracted 
from the: full \ c:rucal extent of th!! aqui for \\ ithout tar gel ing any speci fie layer. Groundwat.er extraction 
from\\ nhin hot:-.pot:, \\ rll locally reduce the contaminant mass in the aquifer. Five nev..-· extraction \veils 
.ind :-I\ Ill!\\ 111jec11011 \\ells\\ ill be instalkd in arl!a:, of high contaminant concentrations in the SRPA to 
depth, uf ahou1 I X3 111 (61)0 ftl hgs . .-\clual treatment technologies will he selected during the proposed 
trl!mah11it~ ,tud1r..•:,. For cornpari:-on anJ (O:,t e:,timating purposes. the most likely candidate treatment 
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technology. ion exchange. is assumed to be pan of this alternative. Extracted groundwater \•,rill be treated 
in a newly constructed water treatment plant using ion exchange to concentrate the contaminants. The 
concentrated waste will be treated and disposed onsite. The remediated \Valer will be reinjeded into the 
aquifer through the six injection wells. Remediation could be challenging and may require treatability 
studies because current technology is not sufficiently developed to remove 1-129 to its derived MCL of 
I pCi;L. The treatability studies will also evaluate the presence of mercury, Sr-90. chromium, Tc-99, and 
tritium. all of which are known or are predicted to be present in the groundwater plume at significant 
concentrations. While these contaminants are not long-term risk drivers, they may foul the groundwater 
treatment system or pose radiological exposure concerns if brought to the surface for treatment. 

· Groundwater extraction and injection will also reduce contaminant transport by hydraulically controlling 
the contaminant plume in localized areas. A total of approximately 492 billion L (130 billion gal) of 
water, over the I 00-year operating life, vvould be extracted and treated under this alternative. 

9.6 Buried Gas Cylinders (Group 6) 

The Buried Gas Cylinders group is comprised of Sites CPP-84 and CPP-94. These sites generally 
contain buried compressed gas cylinders that contain construction gases at Site CPP-84 and hydrofluoric 
acid at Site CPP-94. The exact number of cylinders is unknown but is estimated to be between 40 and 
I 00. The principal threat posed by either of these sites is the potential for an injury caused by puncture or 
explosion of the cylinders. A risk assessment was not performed for these sites during the RI/BRA. 
Three alternatives were developed and evaluated for the Buried Gas Cylinders to address the safety 
hazards posed by these sites. 

9.6.1 Alternatives Descriptions 

9.6.1.1 Alternative 1-"No Action" with M_onitoring. Alternative I consists of existing 
institutional controls. Under Alternative I. no active remediation will be·perfonned at the site. The 
existing institutional controls will consist of security, access restrictions, and site inspections until 2095. 

9.6.1.2 Alternative 2-Removal, Treatment, and Disposal. Alternative 2 consists of the 
removal. ex situ treatment, and disposal of the gas cylinders at each site. This alternative will also include 
initial site characterization using geophysical surveys to determine the location and quantity of buried gas 
cylinders prior to removal. After the cylinders are located, they will be removed using conventional 
excavation techniques within a containment structure. Gases present in the excavated cylinders will be 
vented to the atmosphere if they are benign, or treated using a method suitable for the particular gas. A 
contractor that specializes in gas cylinder removal. treatment, and disposal will perform Alternative 2. 
The subcontractor performing work at an appropriate offsite facility will dispose of any treatment 
residuals. The sites will be maintained under existing institutional controls until the cylinders are 
removed. treated, and disposed. 

9.6.1.3 Alternative 3-Containment. Alternative 3 consists of the existing institutional controls 
tkscribed for Alternative I. additional institutional controls. and containment. Additional institutional 
controls will include land-use or regulatory restrictions. The principal component of Alternative 3 is 
containment using an engineered barrier. The barrier wi II consist of natural earthen materials designed to 
isolate the buried gas cylinders. A concrete pad \viii be poured o\·er each of the sites prior to placement 
of the engineered barrier to minimize the potential for an uncontrolled gas release during barrier 
construction . 
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9.7 SFE-20 Hot Waste Tank System (Group 7) 

Based on the results of the preliminary im·estigation conducted at the SFE-20 site i.n 1984. 
radiological contamination is present \Vithin the tank liquids and sludges. and on the tank. tank vault, and 
pump pit surfaces. The principal threat posed by the SFE-20 tank system is a release of the radioactive 
contaminants from the tank due to loss of integrity that could potentially contaminate soils. perched 
water. or SRPA groundwater beneath the site. In 1976. the tank and its transfer system were replaced. 
The SFE-20 inlet pipe was disconnected, and the pipe leading to the SFE-20 tanks was capped. At 
present. there is no exposure to humans or ecological receptors under existing conditions given that the 
tank vault is 3 m ( 10 ft) below the ground surface and area access is restricted. However. radiation 
exposure could occur if the existing access restrictions are not maintained. In addition, the excavation 
needed to cap the piping to SFE-20 may have been backfilled with radionuclide contaminated soil. Four 
alternatives were developed and evaluated for the SFE-20 tank system to limit exposure to radiation or to 
minimize the potential for a release to occur from the tank system. 

9.7.1 Alternatives Descriptions 

9.7.1.1 Alternative 1-"No Action" with Monitoring. Alternative I consists of existing 
institutional controls. Under Alternative I, no active remediation will be perfonned at the site. The 
existing institutional controls will consist of security, access restrictions. site inspections, environmental 
monitoring. and general maintenance until 2095. 

9.7.1.2 Alternative 2-ln Situ Stabilization with Containment. Alternative 2 consists of the 
existing institutional controls described for Alternative I, additional institutional controls, in situ 
treatment, and containment. Characterization of tank liquid. sludge, and surrounding soil is needed for 
remedial design. Additional institutional controls will include land-use and regulatory restrictions. The 
principal component of Alternative 2 is containment using an engineered barrier. The barrier will consist 
of natural earthen materials designed to minimize exposure and moisture infiltration at the site for up to 
1,000 years. Prior to placing the barrier. the tank system, including the tank vault, will be filled with 
concrete grout to stabilize tank liquids and sludge and minimize differential settlement after capping. 

9.7.1.3 Alternative 3-Liquid Removal and Treatment with In Situ Stabilization. 
Alternative 3 consists of existing and additional institutional controls .described for Alternative 2, removal 
and ex situ treatment of the tank liquid, and in situ treatment of the tank sludge, tank, and associated 
structures. Characterization of tank liquid, sludge, and surrounding soil is needed for remedial design and 
liquid ,vaste disposal. The tank liquid will be removed and treated at the PEW evaporator. The tank 
sludge. rank. and associated structures will be filled with concrete or similar grout to solidify and stabilize 
the contaminants that remain. 

9.7.1.4 Alternative 4-Removal, Treatment, and Disposal. Alternative 4 includes the 
existing institutional controls described for Alternative I, removal and ex situ treatment of the tank liquid 
and sludge, and excavation. removal. and onsite disposal of the tank and associated structures. The tank 
liquid \Viii be removed and treated as described in Alternative 3. The tank sludge will be removed and 
treated (ex situ) using a suitable grout to solidify and stabilize the contaminants in the sludge. 
Characterization of tank sludge. liquid. and surrounding soil is needt!d for remt!dial design and waste 
disposal. The sludge will be drummed and disposed at a suitabk engineered disposal facility. The 
remain mg components of the tank systt!m \\ ill be excavated. remo\ ed. and disposed either in the ICDF or 
offsite depending on the ICDF waste acceptance criteria. The e,c:nation will be backfilled to grade with 
dean soils. 
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10. SUMMARY OF COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES 

The alternatives discussed in Section 9 were evaluated against the nine evaluation criteria as 
specified by CERCLA. These criteria include: 

I. Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment-This criterion addresses 
whether a remedy provides adequate protection of human health and the environment. and 
describes how risks posed by each exposure pathway are eliminated, reduced. or,controlled 
through treatment. engineering controls, or institutional controls. 

2. Compliance with ARARs-This critericn addresses whether a remedy will meet all of the 
ARARs under federal and state environmental laws and/or justifies a waiver. 

3. Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence--This criterion refers to expected residual risk 
and the ability of a remedy to maintain reliable protection of human health and the 
environment over time, once cleanup goals have been met. 

4. Reduction of Toxicity. Mobility, or Volume Through Treatment-This criterion 
addresses the degree to which a remedy employs recycling or treatment that reduces the 
toxicity, mobility, or volume of the COCs, including how treatment is used to address the 
principal threats posed by the site. 

5. 

6. 

Short-Term Effectiveness-This criterion addresses any adverse impacts on human health 
and the environment that may be posed during the construction and implementation period, 
and the period of time needed to achieve cleanup ·goals . 

Implementability-This criterion addresses the technical and administrative feasibility of a 
remedy including the availability of materials and services needed to implement a particular 
option. 

7. Cost-This criterion includes estimated capital and operation costs, expressed as net 
present-worth costs. 

8. State Acceptance-This criterion reflects aspects of the preferred alternative and other 
alternatives that the state favors or objects to and any specific comments regarding state 
ARA Rs or the proposed use of waivers. 

9. Community Acceptance-This criterion summarizes the public's general response to the 
alternatives described in the Proposed Plan and in the RI/FS, based on public comments 
received. 

A detailed comparative analysis of the alternatives for each release site group is presented in 
Section 6 of tl-ie OC 3-13 FS ( DOE-ID 1997a} and the FS supplement ( DOE-ID 1998a). A summary of 
this analysis for the first seven CERCLA criteria is presented by site release group in the following text 
and in Tables 10-1 through 10-7. A discussion ofCERCLA Criteria 8 and 9 is found in Section 10.8 . 
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10.1 Tank Farm Soils Interim Action (Group 1) 

10.1.1 Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment 

Alternative 3 provides the most o\·erall protection of human health and the environment. All three 
altemathes limit human and ecological receptor exposure to contaminants by maintaining the existing 
institutional controls.\\ hich are a common component of all of the alternatives. Altemati\'es I and 2 do 
not provide any direct action to limit leaching and transport of contaminants from the surface soils to the 
perched \\ater. Alternative 3 includes remedies involving engineering controls to limit surface v,:ater 
infiltration into contaminated soils and leaching and transport of contaminants to perched water. 
Implementation of surface water controls to limit future soil contaminant leaching and transport to the 
perched water will reduce the future risk to the SRPA. All of ihe alternatives 'Nill provide perched water 
monitoring to determine if additional degradation of perched water is occurring. Table I 0-1 summarizes 
the comparative analysis of the Tank Farm Soils interim action alternatives. 

10.1.2 Compliance with ARARs 

All of the proposed alternatives comply with the ARARs and to be considered (TBCs) during the 
interim action period, which ends in 2008. These alternatives would also comply with the ARARs 
beyond the interim action period as long as the existing institutional controls are maintained. ARARs 
concerning monitoring \\."ell installation and other construction activities will be met using engineering 
controls. health and safety practices. and radiological control methods. 

10.1.3 Long•term Effectiveness and Permanence 

None of the proposed alternatives provide long-tenn effectiveness or permanence. As interim 
measures, the period of performance is assumed to be aboµt 8 years (until 2008) or until the final remedy 
is sekcted and implemented. The proposed alternatives will minimize human and ecological receptor 
exposure to contaminants during the interim action period. Alternative 3 will limit further perched water 
degradation during the interim action period. It is presumed that the final Tank Fann remedy developed 
under OC 3-14 will provide an effective and pem1anent long-tem1 solution that mitigates human and 
environmental exposure risks and limits further perched water degradation. 

10.1.4 Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume Through Treatment 

:-.:one of the altemati\."es provide a reduction of toxicity. mobility. or volume through treatment 
since treatment will not be implemented during the interim action period. Some reduction in contaminant 
muss. and thus volume. is achieved indirectly through natural radioactive decay of short-lived 
rad1onuclides. such as Cs-137 and Sr-90; hO\\."ever, the contaminant toxicity ,viii remain the same. 
Reduction in contaminant mobility will be achie\'ed by implementing the surface water controls in 
Alternative 3 to limit leaching and transport of soil contaminants to the perched water. 

10.1.5 Short.term Effectiveness 

All of the altemati\'es can be implemented\\ ithout significant additional risk to the community or 
\\Orkers. The primary risk to the workers from implementation of Altemati\'CS 2 and 3 invol\'es fugitive 
Just und to,11.: :.ubstance emissions.,, hich ,, ill be controlled with dust suppressants and engineering 
c~,ntrols .. -\ltemat1\ l!s 2 and 3 also pose a wr~ minor risk to,, orkers from direct exposure to radiation 
• ind personal m_iury during constna:tion acti\ities. Sampling of the monitoring wells. proposed in all 
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Table 10-1. Summary of comparative analyses for the Tank Farm Soils Interim Action, Group I. 

Criterion Alternative I Alternative 2 Alternative 3 

Overall Protection ~ N y 

Compliance with ARARs y y y 

Long-tem1 Effectiveness 5 5 3 

Reduction of Toxicity, .\.1obility, or Volume N ~ N 

Short-term Effectiveness 3 3 3 

Implementability 3 3 

:--.iet Present Value Cost S3.4M SIO.OM SIS.IM 

5 = lc:ast sausfies criterion: I= best satisfies criterion: Y = yes, criteria will be met: ~ = no, cnteria will not be met 

alternatives. poses very minor risks to personnel. Alternative 3 poses similar risks to workers while 
implementing the surface water controls. Personal injury and radiation exposure will be minimized 
through radiological engineering controls and safe work practices to maintain exposures ALA RA. An 
alternative will be protective of the community in the short term as the Tank Farm is not located near a 
population base and access restrictions will remain in place during the interim action period. All three 
alternatives will be protective at the time of implementation. 

10.1.6 Implementability 

All of the proposed alternatives are technically and administratively implementable. None of the 
alternatives require any special materials. equipment. or personnel that are not readily available at the site. 
Each of the alternatives can be easily in:iplemented using existing controls along with standard sampling, 
monitoring, and construction methods that are currently used at the site. Alternative I is the easiest to 
implement since it allows for continuation of the existing activities at the Tank Farm and the I~TEC. 
Alternatives 2 and 3 involve additional monitoring well construction and implementation of surface water 
controls, which are also readily implemented by personnel at the site. Minor implementability concerns 
are posed by the underground utilities in and around the Tank Fann while implementing subsurface 
activities. These risks will be minimized through coordination with operating personnel familiar with the 
Tank Farm and the adjoining facilities. 

10.1.7 Cost 

Alternative I is the least costly of the proposed Tank Farm interim action alternatives, as it 
implements current ongoing institutional controls. The cost includes management and oversight. 
monitoring. analysis and reporting. maintenance. and inspections. Alternatives .2 and 3 both have 
increased capital and operating and maintenance (O&M) costs over those of Alternative I associated with 
installing monitoring wells. monitoring perched \Vater. and implementing surface water controls. 
:\ltemati\ e 3 is the most expensive alternative evaluated because it includes the largest quantity of capital 
impro\"ements to implement the remedies,(i.e .. surface grading and drainage improvements). The 
increased cost for Altemati\·e 3 is reflective of the fact that it provides the greatest overall protection of 
the three alternati\"es. The costs for the interim action alternatives are based on an interim "action period 
that ends in 2008. A detailed cost estimate for each alternative is presented in Appendix A of the FS 
surpkq1ent t DOE-ID l99XaJ . 
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10.2 Soils Under Buildings and Structures (Group 2) 

10.2.1 Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment 

All of the proposed alternatives pro\·ide O\"erall protection of human health and the environment 
during the institutional control period. which ends in 2095. Beyond 2095. only Alternatives 2 and 3 
provide long-tem1 protection and satis(.v the applicable RAOs. Current workers will be protected by the 
existing institutional controls proposed in each alternative. Alternative 2 provides long-term protection of 
human health and the environment by isolating the contaminants with an engineered barrier designed to 
last for at least 1.000 years and implementing additional institutional controls. The barrier and the 
additional institutional controls prevent inadvertent exposures to humans or ecological receptors by 
limiting contaminant accessibility through engineering controls and land use restrictions. The presence of 
the existing buildings or structures is assumed to provide the functional equivalent of an engineered 
barrier and will minimize exposures until D&D is completed. Alternative 3 provides the most overall 
protection of human health and the environment by removing contaminated soils exposed during D&D 
and disposing them in the proposed ICDF. Removal of the soils will prevent exposure of humans or 
ecological receptors to soil contaminants. Table I 0-2 summarizes the comparative analysis of the Soils 
t.:nder Buildings and Structures alternatives. 

10.2.2 Compliance with ARARs 

All of the alternatives meet the ARA Rs and TBCs during the institutional control period, which 
ends in 2095. Beyond 2095. only Alternatives 2 and 3 satisfy ARARs. Alternative 2 meets the ARARs 
using institutional controls and an engineered barrier designed for 1,000. years of protection. 
Alternative 3 satisfies ARARs through the use of engineering controls while removing the contaminated 
soils and disposing of the contaminated materials in an engineered disposal facility designed to provide 
long-teffil protection of hu,man health and the environment. ' 

10.2.3 Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence 

Alternative I does not provide any long-tem1 effectiveness or permanence. because the existing 
institutional controls will end in 2095. and no exposure controls will remain in place. Alternative 2 
pro\·1des reliable long-term effectiveness and pern1anence by reducing human or ecological receptor 
exposure to contaminants beyond 2095. The proposed engineered barrier is designed to provide long
term isolation of these release sites for up to 1.000 years. during which time the residual risk will decrease 
by natural radioacti\'e decay. Alternative 3 will provide the most long-term effectiveness by removing the 
contaminated soils exposed during D&D and disposing of them in the proposed ICDF that will be 
designed for long-tem1 isolation of radioacti\'e materials. The residual risk posed by soils disposed in this 
engineered disposal facility will naturally decrease by radioactive decay of the short-lived radionuclides. 

10.2.4 Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume Through Treatment 

:-.:one of the alternatives reduce the toxicity. mobility. or volume of contaminants through 
treatme111. as treatment is not included in any of the alternati\·es. Contaminants are indirectly reduced 
O\er lime: by natural radioacti\e decay under each alternative. Contaminant bioavailability to human and 
ecological receptors is also reduced by the engineered barrier. Removal and disposal of the soi I 
contaminants in the proposed ICDF will abo indirectly reduce the contaminant mobility by long-tem1 
contaminant isolation. 
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Table 10-2. Summary of comparative analyses for the Soils Cnder Buildings and Structures. Group 2. 

Criterion Alternative l Alternative 2 Alternative 3 

Overall Protection ~ y y 

Compliance with ARARs \; y y 

Long-tenn Effectiveness 5 3 

Reduction of Toxicity. \tobility. or Volume ~ N s 
Short-term Effectiveness 5 3 5 

Implementability 5 

Net Present Value Cost S6.4M $9.2M $8.J~· 

a. Cose does nae include the pro-rata share for construction and operauon of !he ICDF. 

5 = lease satisfit:s crnerion; l = best satisfies criterion; Y = yes. criteria will be met; N = no. criteria will not be met. 

10.2.5 Short-term Effectiveness 

Alternative 1 can be implemented without any additional risks to the community, or workers; 
however. soil contaminants will continue to be accessible to ecological receptors under this alternative. 
Alternatives 2 and 3 can be implemented without any additional risks to the community, workers, or the 
environment. Risks to workers and the environment will be increased slightly during barrier construction, 
or soil excavation. because of worker exposure to contaminated soils, fugitive dust emissions to the 
environment. and the potential for personal injury accidents .. Engineering controls will be used during 
barrier construction. or soil excavation. to minimize contaminant exposures or releases. Safe work 
,practices will be used to minimize personal injuries. All three alternatives will meet RAOs for the soil 
pathway during the institutional control period. Alternatives 2 and 3 will be protective at the time of 
implementation. 

10.2.6 Implementability 

Alternatives I and 2 are technically and administratively feasible and can be easily implemented. 
Existing institutional controls proposed in Alternative I are currently implemented at the site and are 
easily continued. The additional institutional controls and engineered barrier provided in Alternative 2. 
ha\.'e been used at other Superfund sites with similar contaminants and pose no special legal, engineering. 
or construction concerns. Engineered barrier construction is similar to other types of earthwork, such as 
highway construction. and requires no special personnel. equipment. or materials. The only significant 
implementability issue concerns the timing of barrier construction. The barrier cannot be constructed 
until adjacent buildings or structures have undergone D&D, which may not occur for several decades in' 
the future. Alternative 3 also is readily implemented. but only if the buildings are completely removed 
during D&D. The timing for implementation of Alternative 3 is also dependent on D&D activities that 
are projected to extend O\·er the next several decades. In addition. Alternative 3 also depends on the 
construction of the proposed ICDF. 

10.2.7 Cost 

:\lternati\t! l is the least costly of the alternati, es because it implements ongoing institutional 
controls. Ho\\l!\Cr. I! ts also the least protecti,·I! and cffecti\e of the alternatives. Alternative 3 is less 
.:~btly than .-\ltanatn e 2. although the cost Joe:; not 1111.:lude costs associated with constructing and 

I IJ-5 



operating the proposed ICDF. Alternative 2 is the most expensive altemati\'e because of the capital costs 
invohed in constructing the engineered barriers. However. it is easily implemented. effecti\·e. and 
protective of human health and the em ironment. all of which are reflected in the higher cost. 
Alternative 3 has the least O&M costs because of the elimination of en\'ironmental monitoring costs after 
the soils are excavated. The 0&!\-1 costs are based on an institutional control period through the 
year 2095. A detailed cost estimate for each alternative is presented in Appendix A of the FS supplement 
I DOE-ID 1998a). 

10.3 Other Surface Soils (Group 3) 

10.3.1 Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment 

Alternatives 3. 4A. and 48 pro\'ide the most overall protection of human health and the 
environment of the alternatives evaluated because the contaminants will either be pennanently isolated or 
removed and dispose~ in an engineered disposal facility. Alternatives I and 2 temporarily reduce human 
health risks during the institutional control period, which ends in 2095. However. Alternatives I and 2 
are not protective of the environment because the contaminants will continue to be accessible to 
ecological receptors. Alternative 3 provides less overall protection than Alternatives 4A and 48, since the 
contaminants cannot be covered in place by an engineered barrier during the operating life of the INTEC. 
Alternatives 4A and 48 will pennanently remove the contaminants from the release sites. Table I 0-3 
summarizes the comparative analysis of the Other Surface Soils group alternatives. 

10.3.2 Compliance with ARARs 

All of the alternatives will satisfy the ARA Rs, except for Alternatives I and 2, which will only 
meet the ARARs during the institutional control period. Alternatives 3, 4A, and 48 will satisfy the 
ARARs using engineering controls to minimize fugitive dust emissions, health, safety, and radiological 
practices to limit exposures to workers, long-term containment to isolate the contaminated soils, or soil 
excavation and disposal to eliminate exposures to humans or the environment. 

10.3.3 Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence 

Alternatives I and 2 do not provide reliable long-term effectiveness or permanence because the 
existing institutional controls will end in 2095. Land use restrictions limiting land and groundwater use in 
Alternative 2 \\.'ill provide some measure of long-term protection if maintained beyond 2095. but these 
controls may not effectively control potential exposure to contaminants. For Alternatives I and 2, natural 
processes. such as precipitation infiltration. erosion. and biointrusion. may cause a contaminant release to 
the environment. Containment of contaminated soils using an engineered barrier (Alternative 3) \viii 
pro\ tde long-tem1 effec1iveness and peni1anence, since the proposed barrier will designed to provide 
isolation for at least I ,000 years. during which time the residual risk will decrease by radioactive decay. 
Alternati\'es 4A and 48 will provide the best long-term protection by excavating contaminated soils to a 
depth of 3 m (IO ft) and disposing in either an on-Site (the proposed ICDF) or off-Site engineered 
disposal facility designed for long-tem1 protection and contaminant isolation. 

10.3.4 Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume Through Treatment 

,-\ltl!rnathcs I.~- 3. and 4A do not reduce the toxicity. mobility. or volume through treatment as no 
treatment technologies arc included in these altemati\'es. Con:-.truction of an engineered b4rrier under 
Altcrnatl\C 3 rcdt11:cs contaminant mobility h~ minimizing \\ater that moves through the contaminated 
,oils. reducing lcachmg and transport of co1,,,m1iPants. Alternati\ es -P. and -iB limit contaminant 
lllllh1l1t~ at thc rdca:..c site by cxca\ ating and disposing of contaminated soils at an engineered disposal 
.. 11c dc,igncd t~) limit ~ontaminant relea~e:- 10 the en\ ironment. 
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Table 10-3. Summary of comQarative analyses for the Other Surface Soils. Groue 3 . 

criterion Alternative I Alternative ~ Alternative 3 Alternative 4A Alternative 48 

Overall Protection ~ N y y y 

Compliance with ARARs ~ :'\ y y y 

Long-term Effectiveness 5 3 3 

Reduction of Toxicity. ~ ~ ~ .. y y 
Mobility. or Volume 

Short-tenn Effectiveness 3 3 5 

Implementability 
., 

3 3 5 

Net Present Value Cost S6.8M SIS.OM 537.5!\.1 S84.9M S 208.4\.f 

5 = least satisfies crnerion; I = best sattsfies criterion; Y = yes. criteria will be met; N = no. criteria will not be met. 

10.3.5 Short-term Effectiveness 

Alternatives I and 2 can be implemented without any additional risks to the community, workers or 
the environment. Implementing Alternative I or 2 will not increase environmental risks that presently 
exist at the sites. Earthmoving activities associated with Alternatives 3, 4A. and 48 may generate fugitive 
dust emissions or cause personal injury accidents that pose minor risks to workers or the environment. 
These risks will be minimized using dust suppressants or other engineering controls, and health, safety, 
and radiological practices. Transportation of contaminated soils off-Site (Alternative 48) also poses a 
minor risk to communities; however, potential exposures due to transportation accidents are considered 
minimal. Surface soil RAOs will be achieved with all alternatives during the institutional control period. 
However, only alternatives 3. 4A. and 48 will attain RAOs after the institutional control period. These 
three alternatives will be protective at the time of implementation. 

10.3.6 Implementability 

All of the proposed alternatives are technically and administratively feasible because they use 
proven remedial technologies that are readily available. Alternative I is readily implemented because the 
existing institutional controls are currently ongoing at the site and are easily continued. Alternative 2 is 
also easily implemented as land use restrictions limiting land and groundwater use are used routinely at 
Superfund sites. Construction of engineered barriers over the Other Surface Soils release sites. 
Alternative 3. poses several technical difficulties. Heavy equipment would be required for barrier 
construction and would be required to operate within an operational radioactive material processing and 
storage facility without damaging existing tanks. buildings. utilities. or other infrastructure. Continued 
operation of the INTEC would also be affected significantly due to the presence of these construction 
activities and the subsequent interference to material handling and traffic flow cause~ by the barriers. 

Alternatives 4A and 4B involve excavation of contaminated soils and either on-Site disposal at the 
proposed ICDF or treatment and off-Site disposal. Both of these alternatives are implementable as they 
use standard excavation equipment and disposal at an engineered disposal facility which is similar to a 
common landfill operation. Alternative 4A will require the procurem,ent. design. and construction of an 
on-Site sot! disposal site southwest of the L\TEC facility (sl:!e Section 9.3.1.-l). Alternative 48 is the most 
Ji fticult alternati, e to implement because it requires th!:! remo,·al. treatment. and transportation of large 
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\"Olumes of contaminated soils. great distances off-Site and depends on the availability of off-Site 
disposal. · · 

10.3.7 Cost 

Alternative I is the least expensive of the proposed alternatives, but also provides the least long
tem1 effectiveness. Costs increase proportionally for Alternatives 2. J. 4A. and 4B because of capital cost 
expenditures. as do the overall protectiveness and effectiveness of each alternative. Alternati\'e 4A. 
which involves construction design. construction. and operation of an on-Site disposal facility for 
excavated soils and debris. is designed for [NEEL-wide disposal. Alternati\'e 48, which involves 
treatment and off-Site disposal, is the most costly alternative. The O&M costs for Alternatives 2. J. and 
4A are based on an institutional control period through the year 2095. A detailed cost estimate for each 
alternative is presented in Appendix A of the FS supplement ( DOE-fD 1998a). 

10.4 Perched Water {Group 4) 

10.4.1 Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment 

• 

All of the proposed perched water alternatives will provide overall protection of human health and 
the environment during the institutional control period, which ends in 2095. Alternative I will only be 
protective until 2095. However, excluding Tank Farm contaminant contributions, which are being 
addressed by OU 3-14, Alternatives 2 and 3 will reduce contaminant flux to the SRP A, resulting in SRPA 
groundwater MCLs being met. Alternative 2 eliminates exposure to contaminants using land and 
groundwater use restrictions and minimizing contaminant transport between the surface soils and the 
SRPA by limiting the available water in the perched zone. The available wate·r will be reduced by closing • 
the existing percolation ponds. Decreased water content in the perched zone will increase the 
contaminant travel times, allowing for radioactive decay and natur~I attenuation processes to decrease 
contaminant concentrations and reduce the residual risk in the perched zone and the SRPA. Alternative 3 
only provides minor additional protection of human health and the environment over Alternative 2 by 
removing contaminant mass and decreasing the water content of the perched zone at an increased rate at 
contaminant hotspots. Table I0-4 summarizes the comparative analysis of the Perched Water 
alternatives. 

10.4.2 Compliance with ARARs 

Alternative I does not satisfy the ARARs. Alternatives 2 and 3 meet all of the ARARs if the Tank 
Fam1 contaminant contributions are excluded. Plutonium from the Tank Fann soils was predicted to 
reach the SRPA at concentrations of concern in the future. This predicted migration of plutonium to the 
aquifer would only occur if current transport assumptions for plutonium isotopes hold true, and no further 
actions were taken at the Tank Fann (see Section 6 of the Rf/BRA for additional information). 
Remediation of the radionuclide-contaminated soil sources will be addressed in the Tank Fann Rf ·FS. 
oc 3-14. 

10.4.3 Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence 

Altcmati\e I \\ ill not provide long-tem1 protectio!'} because no active remedial measures will be 
implementt:d. The e~isting institutional controls temporarily reduce human heal!h and environmental 
risks. but will only be in l!ffect until 2095. After 2095. :\lternati\'e l provides no long-tenn protection. 
lnlillration comrols impleml!ntl!d as part of:\ ltemati\ e 2 to control aquifer recharge will provide long
term dfo't:t1, eness and pem1anence. prior to and beyond 2095. through restrictions limiting land and 
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Table 10-4. Summary of comparative analyses for the Perched Water. Group 4. 

Criterion Alternative I Alternative 2 Alternative J 

Overall Protection :-.: Y* Y* 

Compliance with ARARs ~ Y* Y* 

Long-Tenn Effectiveness 5 

Reduction of Toxicity. ~fobility, or Volume N N y 

Short-Tenn Effectiveness 3 5 

Implementability 3 5 

Net Present Value Cost S 7 .3 !\.1 520.0M S259.2M 

• = ~xcludmg Tank Farm contaminant contributions. reduced contaminant flux to the SRPA will satisfy the ~1CLs. 

5 = least satisfies criterion: 1 = best satisfies criterion: Y = ves. criteria \lo Ill be met: ~ = no. criteria will not be met. 

groundwater use and by reducing the water available for contaminant transport in the perched zone. 
Alternative 2 will minimize the perched water contaminant transport rate between the surface soils and 
the SRPA. Increased transport times will allow for radioactive decay of short-lived radionuclides. 
Alternative 3 also provides long-term protection of human health and the environment because 
contaminant transport associated with seepage from the percolation ponds is eliminated. Removing 
contaminant mass in the perched water arid decreasing the water available for contaminant transport by 
extraction and treatment is not considered effective. Alternative 3 does not provide more overall 
protection than Alternative 2 because, after recharge sources are eliminated, pumping results in very little 
water yield and contaminant mass removal. 

10.4.4 Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume Through Treatment 

Alternatives I or 2 do not reduce the toxicity, mobility, or volume of contaminants through 
treatment. as treatment is not included in these alternatives. Alternative 3 does reduce contaminant 
volume through treatment by extracting and treating contaminated perched water. Alternatives 2 andJ 
indirectly minimize contaminant mobility by reducing the quantity of water available for contaminant 
transport in the perched zone. ' 

10.4.5 Short-term Effectiveness 

All of the alternatives can be implemented without any additional risks to the community. workers. 
or the environment. Alternative I poses no additional risk to \\Orkers. Implementation of the aquifer 
recharge controls and extraction and treatment may pose a slight risk increase by exposure or personal 
injury to workers performing the construction and treatment activities. but will be mitigated using health 
and safety plans. radiological controls, and safe work practices. Alternative I is protective of human 
health during the institutional control period. but is not protective of the environment as it doesn't reduce 
contaminants in the perched water. Alternatives 2 and 3 are protecti\·e at the time of implementation. 
although Altemati\·e 3 might not pro\·ide any additional protection in the short-term due to uncertainties 
of the l!ffectin:ness of extraction . 
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10.4.6 Implementability 

All of the alternatives are technically and administratively implementable. None oft-he alternatives 
require any special.materials. equipment. or personnel that are not readily available at the site or from the 
local community. Existing institutional controls proposed in Alternative I are currently in place at the 
site and can be easily continued. Alternative 2 is also readily implemented using standard construction 
methods and requires no special personnel. equipment. or materials. Alternative 2 may pose some 
implementability challenges. as this alternative requires replacement of the existing percolation ponds, 
which are currently used by ISTEC operations. Alternative 3 also poses additional implementability 
concerns because of the surface and underground utilities that occur throughout the plant that could be 
damaged by activities such as installation of perched v,:ater extraction wells or construction of holding 
tanks and transfer lines. 

10.4.7 Cost 

Alternative I is the least expensive alternative evaluated because it only involves continuation of 
existing institutional controls and perched water monitoring. Conversely. it provides the least overall 
protection effectiveness and reduction of toxicity. mobility or volume of all the alternatives. Alternative 2 
has higher capital costs than Alternative I because of the implementation of aquifer recharge controls. 
The O&M costs for Alternatives I and 2 are similar since perched water monitoring will be conducted 
under each alternative. Alternative 3 is the most costly alternative because it involves construction and 
operation of perched water extraction \Velis and a water treatment facility for 25 years. A detailed cost 
estimate for each Perched Water alternative is presented in Appendix A of the FS supplement 
(DOE-ID 1998a). 

10.5 Snake River Plain Aquifer Interim Action (Group 5) 

10.5.1 Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment 

Each of the proposed alternatives temporarily eliminates human health and environm.ental risks 
using existing institutional controls. Alternative I will not provide human health protection beyond the 
institutional control period. which ends in 2095. Alternatives 2A. 28 and 3, provide long-tenn protection 
through implementation of additional institutional controls such as land use restrictions until groundwater 
cleanup goals are achieved. These controls would limit land and groundwater use as Jong as they remain 
in place. According to conservative groundwater modeling. predictions Alternative 2A may not satisfy 
~1CLs by 2095 (see Figure 10-1 ). Groundwater monitoring is required to verify that RAOs are achieved. 
Alternatives 28 and 3 contain contingent active remediation of the SRPA to meet MCLs by 2095, if the 
COC action le\'el(s) are exceeded. Table I 0-5 summarizes the comparative analysis of the SRPA 
alternatives. 

10.5.2 Compliance with ARARs 

Alternatives I and 2A do not comply\\ ith ARA Rs beyond the institutional control period. 
Altemathes 28 and 3 are predicted to achieve ARARs before 2095. 
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Table 10-5. ~Summary of comparati,·e analyses for the Snake River Plain Aquifer Interim Action, 
Grou 5 . 

Criterion Alternative I Alternative 2A Alternative 28 Alternative J 

Overal I Protection 

Compliance with ARARs 

Long-term Effectiveness 

Reduction of Toxicity. Mobility. or 
Volume 

Short-tern, Effectiveness 

Implementability 

~et Present Value Cost 

5 

I 

SJJ.9~ 

y 

y 

3 

~ 

I 

SI4.8M 

y 

y 

J 

y 

J 

5 

$39.8M 

5 = least satisfies criterion; I = best sausfies criterion; Y = ves, criteria will be met: t..; =no.criteria will not be met. 

10.5.3 Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence 

y 

y 

J 

y 

J 

4 

S787.9M 

Alternative I does not provide any measure of long-tenn protection because no remedial actions 
will be perfonned. other than existing institutional controls. which end in 2095. Restrictions limiting land 
and groundwater use proposed in Alternative 2A will provide long-tenn protection beyond 2095 as long 
as the restrictions remain in place. Alternative 2A will provide long-term effectiveness by removal of 
recharge sources under Group 4. Active remediation in Alternatives 2B and 3 will provide long-term 
effectiveness by removal of COCs from the groundwater. The risk reduction achieved using Alternative J 
does not provide additional Jong-term benefit compared to Alternative 2A or 28. Since Alternative 28 
·achieves the same level of risk reduction at a lower cost, it is considered superior to Alternative 3. 

10.5.4 Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume Through Treatment 

Alternatives I and 2A do not reduce toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatment, as treatment 
is not included in these alternatives. Alternative 28 reduces both volume and toxicity of contaminants in 
the SRPA. Alternatives 28 and J will reduce contaminant mobility using hydraulic controls and 
contaminant volume using extraction and treatment. 

10.5.5 Short-term Effectiveness 

All of the alternatives can be implemented without any additional risks to the community or the 
environment. Alternatives 2B and 3 pose a minor short-tem1 risk from personal injury to workers during 
extraction and injection well installation and construction of the treatment facilities. The potential for 
injury risks will be minimized using health and safety plans and safe work practices. All alternatives 
pro\'ide short-tem1 effecti\·eness .. .\ltemati\es 28 and 3 will be protective by 2095. 

10.5.6 Implementability 

. .\ltemati,es I and 2.-\ are technically and administrati\'ely implementable. The existing 
institutional controls are currently implemented at the site and are easily continued. '.v1ost of the 
additional institutional controls proposed under ..\lternati\·e 2A and 2B have been used at numerous 
Superfund sites and pose no special implementability concerns. Groundwater extraction. treatment. and 
injectiL)ll tei.:hm)l?gies propt)-,ed undl!r . .\ltemati\ e:.. 28 and 3 pose implementability c0ncems regarding 
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handling of e: .. cessive \'Olumes of extracted water and arnilable groundwater treatment technologies for 
1-129 and other COCs removal. Groundwater extraction at depths of 183 m (600 ft) can be implemented 
without any special personnel. equipment. or materials. Alternath·es 28 and 3 will also require handling 
and treatment of millions to billions of gallons of contaminated groundwater. Bench-scale treatability 
testing may be required to detern1ine the most appropriate treatment and extraction technology for the low 
concentration contaminants present in the SRPA. groundwater. In addition. extraction of contaminated 
groundwater from the low pem1eability H-l layer is more technically challenging than aquifer extraction 
contemplated in Altemati\'e 3. 

10.5.7 Cost 

Altemati\'e I is the least costly of the alternatives evaluated but provides the least overall 
protection and long-tem1 effectiveness. Alternative 2A is more costly because of additional monitoring 
costs. Alternatives 28 and 3 cost the most because they include extraction and treatment costs. 
Alternative 3 extraction and treatment capacity is much larger than 2A. yielding higher costs. Overall 
protection. long-tenn effectiveness. and reduction in toxicity. and mobility and volume increase with 
increased costs. A detailed cost estimate for each alternative is presented in Appendix A of the FS 
supplement (DOE-ID 1998a). 

10.6 Buried Gas Cylinders (Group 6) 

10.6.1 Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment 

Alternatives 2 and 3 provide overall protection of human health and the environment. 
Alternative I does not provide overall protection because no effective access controls are in force at these 
sites. Alternatives 2 and 3 fully satisfy the RA Os for the buried gas cylinder sites. Alternative 3 achieves 
the RAOs through containment and will be protective for at least l ,000 years. Alternative 3 may be 
protective beyond 1,000 years. but it was only evaluated for the minimum design life of the barrier. 
Alternative 2 provides the most overall protection at the buried gas cylinder sites because the hazardous 
reactive and ignitable gasses will be removed. treated. and disposed in an engineered disposal facility. 
Table 10-6 summarizes the comparative analysis of the Buried Gas Cylinders alternatives. 

10.6.2 Compliance with ARARs 

Altemati\,e 1 does not comply with ARARs during the institutional control period. Alternative 2 
::;atisties all of the ARA Rs using engineering controls and proper disposal procedures. Alternative 3 
complies with all of the ARA Rs during the barrier's 1.000-year functional design life. Beyond 
1.000 years. it is assumed that the waste and the large soil mass comprising the barrier will continue to 
minimize risks. 

10.6.3 Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence 

Ahemati\'e I does not provide any measure of long-tenn effectiveness or permanence . 
.-\ltem;m,·e.:? \\ 11! pro\'ide the highest degree of long-tem1 effectiveness and permanence. The buried gas 
C} lmders \\ 111 be relllO\ ed and treated. The remaining cylinder casings and treatment residue will be 
dispo:.ed in :m nppro\ed treatment. storage. and disposal facility. Alternative 3 pro\·ides a high degree of 
long-term effectiveness and pennanence by containing the \\USte. Thi! u~e.ofthe containment barrier 
\\OulJ reducl! the current risk to human1imd ecological n:cepcors for the design Ii fe of the barrier. 
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Table 10-6. Summary of comparative analyses for the Buried Gas Cylinders. Group 6 . 

Criterion Alternative I Alternative 2 Alternative 3 

Overall Protection ~ y y 

Compliance with ARARs ~ y y 

Long-term Effectiveness 5 I 3 

Reduction of Toxicity, \1obility. or Volume N y N 

Short-tenn Effectiveness 5 3 

Implementability 3 3 

:,,/et Present Value Cost S6.4M $1.8M S8.2M 

5 = least sausties criterion: I = best satisfies criterion; Y = ves. criteria will be met; :-4 = no, criteria will not be met. 

10.6.4 Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume Through Treatment 

Alternative I does not reduce the toxicity, mobility, or volume of waste through treatment since 
treatment is not included in this alternative. Alternative 2 includes treatment to reduce the toxicity, 
mobility, and volume of the hazardous components in the buried gas cylinders. Alternative 3 does not 
reduce contaminant toxicity or volume through treatment. Contaminant mobility is reduced through 
installation of an engineered barrier over the buried gas cylinders, which will minimize contaminant 
mobility in the event of a release by isolating the cylinders beneath a large mass of earth materials . 

10.6.5 Short-term Effectiveness 

All of the alternatives can be implemented without any significant additional risk to the community 
or the environment. The primary risk to the community and the environment from these alternatives 
involves fugitive dust or toxic air emissions. which will be controlled with dust suppressants and 
engineering controls. Additional risk may occur to workers while implementing alternatives during 
characterization, removal. and treatment of the buried gas cylinders. Hazardous gas exposure and 
occupational injuries will be minimized through the use of personnel trained in indus.trial hygiene. safe 
work practices, and health and safety. Alternative I provides the greatest degree of short-tenn 
effectiveness because remediation will not be conducted to change the current site conditions. 
Alternative 2 has the least short-term l!ffectiveness because of the possibility for explosion or chemical 
exposure of workers implementing these alternatives. Alternative 3 poses a minor risk to workers from 
exposure to hazardous gases and explosive cylinders during placement of the stabilization pad and 
construction of the engineered barrier. Alternative I will not be protective as RA Os will not be achieved. 
Alternatives 2 and 3 will be protective at the time of implementation. 

10.6.6 Implementability 

Each of the alternatives retained for detailed analysis is technically and administratively 
implementable. The necessary personnel. services. and materials are readily available. Alternative I only 
requires a continuation of the existing institutional controls already implemented at the site. Alternative 2 
requires specialized construction equipment and materials. Buried compressed gas cylinder retrieval and 
treatment 1s an a\·ailable commt:rcial technology that can be 1:,ed on the identified contaminants and is 
rt.!adily implc:mented by a specialty contractor. Altemati\e 3 is technically and administratively 
1mplementabk .. .\ltt.!rnati\e 3 requires no speciali1-ed con:-.tn11.:tion personnel. equipment. or materials. 
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Existing institutional controls are currently impkmented at the site and are easily continued. 
Construction of an engineered barrier is similar to other types of earthwork. such as highway 
construction. and can be readily implemented. 

10.6.7 Cost 

Alternative 2 is the least costly of the alternati\·es evaluated, and provides the most overall. long
term protection. Alternatives I and 3 are similar in cost and are much more costly than Alternative 2 
because these alternatives include1 I 00 years of environmental monitoring. whereas. Alternative 2 does 
not include environmental monitoring after the buried gas cylinders are removed. Alternative 3 is the 
most expensive alternative because it includes increased capital costs for constructing an engineered 
barrier. A detailed cost estimate for each alternative is presented in Appendix A of the FS supplement 
(DOE-ID 1998a) 

10. 7 SFE-20 Hot Waste Tank System {Group 7) 

10.7.1 Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment 

Alternative I is not protective of human health and the environment because no active remedial 
measures will be implemented to limit the threat of contaminant release to the environment. 

• 

Alternatives 2. 3. and 4 are the only alternatives that fully satisfy the SFE-20 tank system RAOs. 
Alternative 2 achieves the RAOs through in situ treatment and containment and will be protective for at 
least 1,000 years. Alternative 2 probably may be protective beyond 1,000 years, but it was only evaluated 
for the minimum design life of the barrier. Alternatives 3 and 4 provide the greater protection of the 
SFE-20 tank system alternatives because the radioactive liquids and/or sludges will be removed, treated. • 
and disposed in an engineered disposal facility. Alternative 4 provides the most overall prote,ction of 
human health and the environment. Table ro-7 summarizes th:! comparative analysis of the SFE-20 tank 
system alternatives. 

10.7.2 Compliance with ARARs 

Alternative I does not comply with the ARA Rs either during the 100-year institutional control 
period or beyond. Alternative 2 complies with all of the ARA Rs and TBCs during the barrier's 
1.000-year functional design life. Beyond 1,000 years, it is assumed that the solidified waste and the 
large soil mass comprising the barrier will continue to minimize exposure risks from alpha-emitting 
radionuclides and satisfy all of the ARA Rs and TBCs. Alternatives 3 and 4 will satisfy all of the ARA Rs. 

10.7.3 Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence 

Alternative l does not provide any measure of long-term effectiveness or permanence beyond the 
institutional control period. which ends in 2095. Alternative 2 provides a high degree of long-tenn 
effectiveness and permanence by solidifying and containing the waste. Alternative 3 will provide a high 
degree of long-term effectiveness and permanence because the tank liquid will be removed, treated and 
disposed. the tank sludge solidified using grout. and the tank and associated structures filled with grout to 
prevent future exposures. Alternative 4 will provide the highest degree oflong-tenn effectiveness and 
pemtanence because the tank liquid and sludge ,viii be remon:d. treated. and disposed. and the remaining 
components of the tank system will be excm·ated and disposed at the proposed ICDF. 
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Table 10-7. Summary of com,earative analvses for the SFE-20 Tank System, Group 7 . 

Criterion Alternative I Alternati\'e 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 

Overall Protection ~ y y y 

Compliance with ARARs ~ y y y 

Long-tenn Effectiveness 5 3 3 

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or N y y y 
Volume 

Short-tenn Effectiveness 3 5 5 

Implementability 3 5 5 

:--iPV Cost $6.4M $8.7M $8.SM $4.6M 

5 = least satisfies criterion; I = best satisfies criterion; Y = yes, criteria will be met; N = no, criteria will not be met. 

10.7.4 Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume Through Treatment 

Alternative I does not reduce the toxicity, mobility, or volume of waste through treatment since 
treatment is not included in this alternative. Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 include treatment to reduce the 
mobility or volume of the radioactive liquid and sludge. The toxicity of the radionuclides is not directly 
reduced by any of these alternatives. 

10.7.5 Short-term Effectiveness 

All of the alternatives can be implemented without any significant additional risk to the community 
or the environment. The primary risk to the community and the environment from these alternatives 
involves fugitive dust or toxic air emissions, which will be controlled with dust suppressants and 
engineering controls. Additional risk may occur to workers while implementing the alternative because 
of radiation exposure during characterization, removal, and treatment of the tank liquids and sludges. 

External radiation exposure and occupational injuries will be minimized through the use of 
personnel trained in radiological controls. safe work practices. and health and safety plans to maintain 
exposures A LARA. Alternative I provides the greatest degree of short-term effectiveness because 
remediation is not required and will prevent worker-exposure. Alternative 2 poses a minor risk to 
workers from direct exposure to radiation during grouting of the tank system and construction of the 
barrier. Alternative 3 and 4 have the least short-term effectiveness because of the higher possibility for 
external radiation exposure of workers implementing these alternatives. Alternative I will be protective 
during the institutional contrel period only. Alternatives 2. J, and -l will be protective at the time they are 
implemented. 

10.7.6 Implementability 

Each of the alternati\·es retained for detailed analysis is technically and administratively 
implementable and the necessary personnel. services. and materials are locally available. Alternative I is 
readily implemented. as it requires no change in the existing operations and conditions at the site. 
Altemati\·e 2 requires no specialized construction equipment or materials. Grouting is a common 
technolog1 that is routindy used to isolate\\ astes and is readily implemented. An engineered barrier is 
also a demonstrated remediauon technology that uses ... tandard earth n,o\·ing methods for construction. 
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Barriers are routinely used to control exposures and leaching and transport of contaminants. Barriers 
ha\'e been used at numerous Superfund sites. Alternatives 3 and 4 are more difficult to implement than 
Alternatives I and 2 because of the potential for construction workers to be exposed to radiation or 
occupational injury during the characterization. removal. handling. treatment. or disposal of the tank 
liquids. sludges. and other components. Engineering controls. health and safety plans, radiation controls, 
and safe work practices will be used to minimize radiation exposure and reduce personal injury. 
Treatment of similar tank liquids at the PEW evaporator is routinely conducted and would be reliable for 
these alternatives. Solidification of the tank system is readily implemented. as grouting is a demonstrated 
technology that has been used at numerous Superfund sites. 

10.7.7 Cost 

Alternative 4 is the least costly of the alternatives evaluated for the SFE-20 tank system. and it 
provides the most long-tenn effectiveness of the alternatives. Alternatives I. 2, and 3 are similar in total 
costs but \'ary slightly in capital costs. Alternative 4 is much less expensive than the other alternatives 
because Alternative 4 does not include long-tenn environmental monitoring for the I 00-year institutional 
control period. Alternatives 2 and 3 cost essentially the same because of higher capital costs. 
Alternative 2 is the most expensive alternative because it includes capital costs for grouting the tank 
system and constructing an engineered barrier. A detailed cost estimate for each alternative is presented 
in Appendix A of the FS supplement (DOE-ID 1998a). 

10.8 Modifying Criteria 

The modifying criteria, state and community acceptance, are used in the final evaluation of 
remedial alternatives. For both of these criteria. the factors include the elements of the alternatives that 
are supported. the factors of the alternatives that are not supported. and the elements of the alternatives 
that have strong opposition. 

10.8.1 State Acceptance 

The IDH\V has been involved in the development and review of the OU 3-13 RI/FS report, the 
Proposed Plan (DOE-ID 1998b). and this ROD. All comments received from IDHW on these documents 
have been resolved and incorporated into these documents accordingly. In addition. IDHW has 
participated in public meetings \\'here public comments and concerns have been received and responses 
offered. 

The IDHW concurs \vith the selected remedial alternatives for the sites contained in this ROD and 
ts signatory to the ROD with DOE and EPA. 

10.8.2 Community Acceptance 

Community participation in the remedy selection process and .Proposed Plan reviews includes 
participation in the public meetings held '.',;ovember 16 through 19, 1998. Community acceptance is 
:mmmarized in the Responsiveness Summary presented as Appendix A of this document. The 
Responsi, eness Summary includes comments received either verbally or in writing from the public, and 
the Agenc1e:,' re:;ponses to these comments. A Iota! of about 55 people not associated with the project 
attended the Proposed Plan public meetings. The community was generally supportive of the proposed 
remedial action:;. All comments recei, ed on !he Proposed Plan \\ ere considered during the development 
of th1' ROD. 
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11. SELECTED REMEDY 

Based on consideration of the requirements ofCERCLA. the detailed analysis of alternatives, and 
public comments, the Agencies ha\'e selected the following alternatives for the OC 3- l 3 release site 
groups described in this ROD. 

11.1 Descriptions of the Selected Remedies 

The Agencies have selected a remedy for each release site group based on the alternati\'e analyses 
presented in the FS (DOE-ID 1997a) and FS supplement ( DOE-ID 1998a). For two of the groups, the 
Tank Farm Soils release sites (Group I). and the Snake River Plain Aquifer (Group 5), the remedy 
selected is an interim action. Insufficient data currently exist to fully determine the impact of the Tank 
Farm contaminated soils to the SRPA and to determine the most cost effective remedial action 
alternatives. Although the action selected for the SRPA is complete for groundwater outside the current 
INTEC security fence. further investigation is required to e\'aluate the appropriate remedial alternatives 
for contaminated SRPA groundwater directly beneath the INTEC facility. Therefore. the Group 5 
Remedial Action is considered interim. 

Each of the selected remedies relies. in part. on Institutional Controls. Table 11- I, lists the type of 
controls that will be implemented for each Group and release site where contamination remains at levels 
that result in use or access restrictions to prevent an imminent and substantial endangerment to public 
health or the environment. In general. institutional controls will be designed to limit site access to an 
annual duration such that exposure to radionuclides and other Contaminants of Concern do not result in 
an imminent and substantial endangerment to public health or the environment. For each source area, 
calculations will be performed as part of Remedial Design to determine acceptable dose-based action 
levels that correspond to the risk-based concentrations identified in Section 8. This information will, at a 
minimum be noticed to all affected federal. state and local govemmental·agencies. 

For those source areas representing a moderate exposure risk, controls in addition to administrative 
actions are required. Warning signs will be installed and maintained to warn intruders of the risks of 
remaining in an area longer than the posted duration. In those cases where only a brief exposure would 
result in an unacceptable risk and a high risk of exposure exists and active controls like fencing are 
required in addition to warning signs and administrative controls. The potential exposure threats would 
be to unauthorized trespassers if current DOE radiological site controls were no longer applied. 

The evaluation of exposure duration necessary to represent an unacceptable risk is consistent \\.·ith 
the approach used for the Baseline Risk Assessment. The identification of low. moderate and high 
potential exposure risk will be made in the Remedial Design. consistent with the current and future land 
use assumptions identified in the Baseline Risk Assessment and in this ROD. For example. if less than a 
day exposure would represent an unacceptable risk to a trespasser (high-risk potential) the requirement for 
fencing. warning signs. and administrati\'e controls would be necessary. Conversely, the ··No Further 
Action"' Sites would require years of exposure to result in a potential unacceptable hazard and hence. only 
administrative controls are necessary to be protective. 

The effecti\·eness of the Institutional Controls \\. ill be periodically evaluated during 5-year reviews 
and modified as necessary to meet RAOs. The !~EEL Land L'se Plan will serve as the tracking 
mechanism to identify. at a minimum. all CERCLA land areas atl'.\EEL under restriction or control. 
This planning document may itsdf become a part of an l'.\EEL Stewardship Plan or equi\·alent. but any 
moditications to the l:\EEL Land l":..e Plan\\ ill be consistent\\ 1th the requirements of this ROD . 
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Periodic institutional control monitoring reports will be prepared as part of the RDiRA 
submissions, in compliance with the EPA Region IO policy on the use of Institutional Controls at Federal 
Facilities. The first monitoring report will be submitted within 6 months of ROD signature. The 
monitoring reports will be submitted annually thereafter. A brief synopsis of the required institutional 
controls is also provided in the Group-specific selected remedy descriptions below. 

Legacy waste that was generated as a result of previous sampling activities under WAG 3 RI/FS 
{i.e., investigation derived waste (IDW)] and removal actions will be disposed in the ICDF. Wastes from 
OU 3-13 RD/RA activities and IDW will be temporarily managed within the WAG 3 AOC under the 
substantive requirements of IDAPA 16.01.05.008 {40 CFR 264.553 Temporary Units and 40 CFR 
264.554 Remediation Waste Staging Piles). By managing the wastes in the AOC, placement will not be 
triggered. The wastes will be managed in temporary units and remediation waste staging piles until the 
ICDF is available to receive then. Wastes treated in temporary units may be subject to LDRs. The final 
disposition of these wastes will be in the ICDF. The anticipated wastes include: soil cuttings, well purge 
water, personnel protective equipment. decontamination wastes, and bulk soils and debris. 

This ROD also recognizes that contaminated soil sites addressed under this ROD may be disturbed 
through maintenance or upgrade activities associated with INTEC operations during the period before the 
CERCLA remedies are fully implemented. These contaminated soils will be considered CERCLA · 
remediation waste. as the removal and subsequent storage or disposal of any contaminated soil represents 
progress toward cleanup. 

For the purpose of selecting final surface soil remedial actions, the WAG 3 AOC ( consisting of an 
area extending across all contaminated soils at WAG 3, as shown in Figure 1-l 0) will be considered a 
CERCLA AOC. The AOC allows for the flexibility in moving and staging noncontiguous soils while 
implementing selected remedial alternatives. · 

11.1.1 Tank Farm Soils Interim Action (Group 1) 

A final remedial action selection decision concerning the Tank Fann Soils release sites has been 
postponed and will be developed following additional site characterization. risk analysis, and remedial 
alternative evaluation. which will be presented in a separate OU 3-14 RI/FS. An interim action is selected 
at the Tank Farm until a final decision is made by the Agencies. The remedy selected for the Tank Farm 
Soils Interim Action is Alternative 3-fnstitutional Controls with Surface Water Control. This alternative 
\viii assure that public exposure to the contaminated soils will be prohibited and will install engineering 
controls to reduce water infiltrating into the contaminated Tank Farm soils. Institutional controls include: 
v,:aming signs: administrative controls to restrict access: inspection and maintenance for the duration of 
the interim action. projected to last 8 years or until a final risk management decision is made and 
implemented by the Agencies. 

The interim remedy for controlling surface water infiltration includes: surface water run-on 
diversion channels sized to accommodate a I in 25 year, 24 hour storm event: grading and surface sealing 
the Tank Fam, soils or covering the Tank Farm sufficient to divert 80% of the precipitation falling atop 
the Tank Fam, soils area: and exterior building drainage improvements to direct water away from the 
contaminated areas so that moisture infiltration is minimized and contaminants are not mobilized. The 
diverted run-on water will be managed as part of the existing surface water drainage management system. 
Run-off\\ a1er from the sealed Tank Farm soils will be collected and managed in a lined evaporation pond 
\\ ith kak detection. The ernporation pond will he constructed and used as a best management practice to 
reduce inliltration in the 1:-..;TEC area. It \\ill also contain the Tank Fam, run-off in the event ofan 
unplanned :-.pill llr rr:lease . 

l l-13 



The goal of this action is to significantly reduce surface water infiltration into Tank Fann soils. 
Reducing surface water infiltration into these contaminated soils is expected to limit leaching and 
transport of soil contaminants to the perched water and reduce available \Vater in the perched zone. 
l~TEC-wide monitoring will be performed during the interim action period to evaluate potential changes 
in water content and quality in the perched water and SRPA. if they occur. 

The selected remedy provides an interim solution that reduces the potential for further soil 
contaminant leaching and transport to the perched water, reduces the available \vater in the perched zone 
beneath the Tank Farm. and potentially minimizes further water quality impacts. The Agencies believe 
this interim action will be protective of human health and the environment while the OU 3-14 Tank Farm 
RI/FS is being perfonned. Further. this action will comply with ARARs, be cost effective, and be 
consistent with the tinal Tank Fann remedy and the Idaho High Level Waste and Facility Disposition 
Environmental Impact Statement (HL W & FD EIS) currently being conducted. 

11.1.2 Soils Under Buildings and Structures (Group 2) 

The selected remedy for the Soil Under Buildings and Structures is Alternative 2-lnstitutional 
Controls with Containment. Alternative 2 is a deferred action and consists of implementing institutional 
controls and soil excavation or capping. The institutional controls include: warning signs and 
administrative controls to restrict access to the contaminated soils. For those areas capped in place, 
additional institutional controls will be instituted to prevent future disturbance of the caps. This action 
assumes that the contaminated soils are currently contained in place due to the presence of the existing 
buildings and structures. The operation and subsequent demolition of these buildings and structures are 
outside the scope of this action. However, upon completion of D&D, an evaluation will be perfonned by 
the Agencies to determine if the soils, to a minimum depth of 10 ft bgs, contain contaminants exceeding 
the action levels specified in Table 8-1 of this ROD. If these action levels are exceeded, then the 
Agencies will either cap these soils in place in compliance with the substantive requirements of the 
hazardous waste landfill closure requirements or excavate and manage the soils as a Group 3 soil, as 
described below. If the buildings are demolished and closed in-place as a landfill under the D&D 
program. an assessment will be performed by the CERCLA program to evaluate the effectiveness of 
D&D containment to meet the Group 2 RAOs and remediation goals, specified in Section 8. The D&D 
containment structure would be augmented. as necessary. to meet these goals. 

Prior to D&D. and in addition to the institutional controls described above, a process will be 
established as part of the Group 2 Remedial Design Work Plan. to review the effectiveness of the 
building(s) as aids in limiting infiltration through the underlying contaminated soils. This evaluation will 
consist of the following periodic steps being taken: 

J. 

., 

3. 

4. 

Review Operations maintenance of each building to be sure the buildings are kept in a 
protective configuration. 

Examine roof drains/surface drainage system to determine if water is percolating into the 
contaminated soils or is being diverted somewhere else . 

.\tonitor building or structure perimeter to detem1ine if (based on drainage P?tterns) there is 
enough moisture to exceed the field capacity of the soils. Detern1ine how much seepage into 
the soil poses a problem. 

If there is a seepage problem. upgrade drainage patterns and perform surface modifications 
.,s necessary. 

1 I -1-+ 
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The tinal budding t>r .:>trw.:turc anJ rdcasc Sile con 1i~mr::n10n ,, ill be assi:ssed un1.kr the <..ir\lup 2 
{ 'ER( 'I..\ program to determine tfthe buildmg 1>r stru~tun: \\'Iii perti.)rm ;.i,; an equ1,·alent ..:ngmcered 
!)a1T1cr. Cntena for this evaluation \\'di be Je\·doped dunng RD RA 

Alternative 2 is selected because it best meets the balancing criteria of Implementability and short
tem1 effectiveness. given that Alternative 3 is dependent upon the removal of the buildings and structures 
to be cost-dtecti\·e. The Agencies believe the selected alternative is protective of human health and the 
en\"lronment. complies with A.RARs. uses a permanent solution. and 1s cost effective. 

11.1.3 Other Surface Soils (Group 3) 

The selected remedy for Group J. Other Surface Solis 1s Alternative 4A -Removal and On-Site 
Disposal. :\ltemat1ve 4A consists of excavating contaminated surface soils and backfilling with sut'fo.:tent 
clean soils to reduce the risk from external exposure to< I x 10·~. Sites will be backfilled and graded for 
erosion control. Depending on the extent of soil removal at individual release sites, institutional controls 
will be terminated at each site. 

The excavated material wiU be disposed on-Site or off-Site. On-Site disposal will be an on-Site 
cngmeered landfill. the ICDF. The ICDF ,viii be constructed under this alternative. Off-Site disposal will 
be m accordance with the on:site Rule (40 CFR 300.440). Prior to excavation, the lite cycle cost 
i:fti:ctm::ness of on- or off-s1k disposal and compliance ,,·Hh DOE policy will be evaluated to deti:rmmc 
,\·here to dispose the exca\·ated soils. 

Based on currently available cost infonnation, all Group 3 soils will be disposed in the ICDF. This 
approximately 80 acre area (including a buffer zone) will be engineered to be TSCA/RCRA-compliant for 
the purpose of final placement of WAG 3 CERCLA soils. The ICDF will also be designed to function as 
an IN EEL-wide disposal facility to accommodate disposal of CERCLA soils and debris from other 
W AGs. A Staging, Storage, Sizing, and Treatmen:: Facility (SSST) will also be constructed and operated 
to pn~pare CERCLA wastes (1.e .. soils, debris. and aqueous wastes, such as purge and decontamination 
waters), as necessary. for disposal in the ICDF. It is anticipated that this facility will consist of a 
storage.'stagmg building. an l.!\'aporat1on pond or equivalent surface impoundment. a waste shredder. 
solid1ticat1on/stabtl1zation treatment tanks. and associated systems. The evaporation pond will be 
designated as a Corrective Action :vtanagement Unit (CA.MU). The evaporation pond will be designed 
and constructed to treat ICDF leachate and other aqueous wastes generated during operations .. 

The ICDF will be a modular design, containing up to six cells. with a total capacity of 466.000 m-' 
( 510.000 yd3

). Cells \vtll be constructed as needed. Contaminated soils will be permanently containeJ 111 

this t:ngineered facility designed for long-term protection of human health and the environment. 
lnsmutional controls will be maintained at the ICDFas long as necessary to ensure long-term pnHcctHm. 

The ICDF will reduce the o, crall areal extent of sot! conta111111at1on at INTEC and the r:,...:EEL. :.inti 
,, ti I achte\ e cost savings relati\'e to on:1'.\:EEL disposal. or on-~i!e management. because the s01ls \\ ii I hc 
managed m a central facility. Selection of this altemat1,·e implements design and construction of the 
1mt1al cells of the ICDF sufficient to contain the Group 3 smls. 

• Figure 11- I pro\'ldes a schematic cross-section of the lCDF facility. A conceptual cross 
section uf an cr\gmeered barner. with an expected 1.000-year design life (i.e .. Hanford 
Barnen. 1hat may be used to cap the ICDF at closure is presented in Figure 1_1-2. !CD!-' 
Ji.::-tgn . .:un~tnlL'lltlll. operation. and clo:,urc ubJcct1\·cs mdu<li:: Construct the ICDF .:0111p:C, 
\\ h1.:h ,, ill 1r1cluJc an engineered t:.icil1ty meet mg Idaho Hazardous Waste \!anagcment .\L·t 

(I!\\'\!.-\ J. RU{.-\ Subutk C. and pl>l~·chlonnatcJ b1phcn~ l (PCB) lanJJill design and 
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Figure 11-1. Schcmat1c cross-section of the ICDF facility. 
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Notes: 

I. The ICDF will be closed with 
a final cap that will meet or 
exceed the perfonnance of the 
RCRA Subtitle C MTG design 
and will meet all ARARs, 
RAOs, and RGs designed for 
the ICDF. 

2. This design is presented for 
discussion purposes. The 
actual barrier implemented will 
be developed during remedial 
design (RD). 

Water 
Storage 

Component 

Capillary 
Break 

Component 

Banier 
Component 

Fill 

Contaminated 
Soil 

• 

Figure 11-2. {\lncl·ptual cross-section of the ICOF cap (typical Hanford BaJTier). 

# ••• "'·', 

• 

. ,• .. 
··, ... -: ::':'.::::~Contaminated Soil 

Cover Vegetation: Mixed perennial grasses. 

Layer 1: Silt loam topsoil with pea gravel admixture. 

Layer 2: Silt loam topsoil without pea gravel. 

Layer 3: Geotextile filter fabric. 

Layer 4: Sand filter layer. 

Layer 5: Gravel filter layer. 

Layer 6: Coarse, fractured basalt. 

Layer 7: Lateral drainage layer. 

Layer 8: Low-penneability asphalt. 

Layer 9: Asphalt base course. 

I.ayer IO: Grading fill. 



• 

• 

construction requirements. The ICDF will be loaced \\·1thtn the \.VAG 3 area 1)t 

contamination (AOC) Design . .:onstruct1on. operat1011al. ;:ind closure rt!qu1remen:~ '.:Ji :!~c • 
ICDF include: 

Designed to ha\·e a total capa..:1ty of approximately 466.000 m 3 (510,000 y1/; 

Engineered to meet ID.-\PA. 16.0l.05.008 {40 CFR §26-UO!) hazardous waste, 
40 CFR §76!.75 PCB. and DOE Order.:1-35.1 radioactive waste landfill design and 
operating substantive requirements 

Double leachate collectionjdetection !mer system 

~1immum of 3 feet of compacted day sotls and flexible membrane liner (F:'v{LJ \\. ill 
serve as the bottom lint!r 

The cap \Viii be designed to minimize infiltrat10n and run-on and maximize run-off 

Cover designed to protect against inadvertent intrusion for > 1,000 years 

Void spaces will be filled to minimize future subsidence. 

Only !NEEL on-Site CERCLA wastes meeting the agency-approved ICDF Waste 
Acceptance Criteria (WAC), to be developed during the remedial design, will be disposeJ :n 
the ICDF. Wastes will be limited to low level radioactive, PCB solids, hazardous, and 
mixed low level waste. An important objective of the WAC will be to assure that hazarJous 
substances disposed in the ICDF will not result in exceedmg groundwater quality standards 
in the underlying groundwater aquifer, even if the ICDF leachate collection system were to 
fail after closure. 

Located in an area meeting hazardous waste, PCB waste and low-level waste (LL W) landfill 
siting requirements. lbrough a preliminary evaluation of all relevant decision criteria, the 
Agencies have determined the Study Area for siting the ICDF to be the CPP-67 Percolation 
Ponds and adjacent areas to the west. However, the specific ICDF cell locations will be 
detennined through the completion of a comprehensive geotechnical evaluation of the ent!rc 
Study Art!a, which shall be reviewed and approved by the Agencies. Siting critena for the 
locauon of the ICDF mcluded: 

Outside the 100-year flood plain 

Outside of wetland areas 

Not m active seismic zones 

Not in high surface erosion areas 

Not in an area of high historic groundwater table. 

• 

• · The construcuon and operation ofan ICDF supporting .:omplex including ::i fac!l1~y ,vast:: 

• 

storage, sizmg staging, and treatment (SSST) fac1ltty 111 ::iccordance with the substant: ve 

requirements of IDAPA 16.01.05.008 (40 CFR 26-l- Subparts I, J, and DD). Operations at 
the facility will mclude chemical/physical treatment to prepare ICDF wastes to meet 
applicable Waste Acceptance Criteria and RCR.A land disposal restrictions. 

One or more remedial waste staging and storage areas \VII! be utilized to stage and hanJ1c 
rl.!medmt1on waste. The storage area· be operated 111 accordance with the substanti\e 
rl.!qwrl!ml.!nts ,>r' IDA.PA 16.0 I 05 006.0 I . .mJ 16.01.05 .006.02 (40 CFR 262.3-+(a ![ ! j, -
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• \ hin I turing \\.:II .:on~trlll.:tion anJ ~.impl mg \\ :.istcs g.:n..:rarcd prior to construction of the 
ICDF anJ SSST fa.:il1ty ( 1 . .: .. pur~c ,, atcr :.ind Jrtll .:uttmg::-l ma: he managed and rn:.:itcd 
using remed1at10n waste staging p1ks and temporary m:atment units m accordance wnh the 
substantive requirements of IDAPA 16.01.05.00/S {-t.O (TR 264.553 and 40 CFR 264.55-+). 

• Treatment will be accomplished usmg mobile tankage and physical/chemical treatment and 
will comply with the substantive requirements of IDAPA 16.01.05.008 (40 CFR 264 Subpart 
J. BB. and CC). 

• An evaporation pond will be constructed and designated as a corrective action management 
unit (CA;VfU) in accordance with the substantive requirements of IDAPA 16.01.05.008 (-+0 
CFR 264.552 and 40 CTR 26-+ Subpart Kand CC) for purpose t)f managing lCDF k:id1at..: 
:ind other aqueous wastes generated as a result of operating the ICDF complex. 

• Operate. close, and post-close the ICDF Complex in accordance with the substantive 
requirements of lDAPA 16.01.05.008 (40 CFR 264 Subparts G, F. and N) Maintain site 
.access restrictions and institutional controls throughout the post-closure period. 

Closure requirements will include: 

• Access restrict10ns to prevent intrusions into the closed area, 111cluding the creation of a 
buffor zone surrounding thl'.' capped ICDF and supportmg structures 

• Access controls. monitoring and maintenance will remain in place for as long as the contents 
of the landfill remain a threat to human health or the environment if uncontrolled. 

The best location to site the ICDF was evaluated using the analytic hierarchy process (AHP) 
decision analysis technique. Figure 11-3 shows the AHP decision evaluation criteria used in the 
prelimmary ICDF siting evaluation. Based. on this evaluation. it was determined that locating the facility 
within the AOC was the most cost eftective and ARAR-compliant location for siting the ICDF. The 
.\gl·n.:1cs have determined the Study Area for stting the ICDF to be the CPP-67 Percolation Ponds and 
.1d_1:i..:ent areas to the \Vest as depicted in Figure 11--+ based on the preliminary geotechnical informatwn. 
1 lo,\·e\·er. the spec i fie I CDF eel l locations \\"i II be determ111ed through the completion of a comprehens1,,: 
geotechnical e\·aluauon of the entire Study Area. which shall be reviewed and approved by the Agen.:tl'S. 

The preliminary siting evaluation criteria included: 

• Public health and safety (e.g .• effects on surface water. effects on groundwater, t1oodp!am) 

• Natural environment (e.g .. eft~cts on the habitat of rare. threatened or endangered species 1 

• Tech111cal (e.g .. th:pth to bcdrrn.:k. unJ.:rlym~ st>tl properties. perched aquifer prot..:i.:11011 I 

• S(il·ial Econo1111c ell\ 1ron111cnt (e.g .. d°frcts un future land use) 

• Cultural Environment (e.g .. cffocts on archaeo!og1ca! or heritage sites) 

• Community acceptance (1'.'.g .. public comments. Citizens Advisory Board comments) 

• Cust. 

11-19 



' IJ 

I( .r,r !,1:11111 
L ,.1h1oll1t,II 

\. 
; 

I 
I 

I 
/ 

I 
I 

\ ' 

\ \ 
I 
\ 
I 

\ 
\ 

\ 

\ 

I Put,r .. lh•,,m. \ i(- · 
• I :,,11,-t~ f , • 

l\;,,1111.tl 
[. nv1h11~111t•11~ 

I 

t· 

! ~~1,t r.111F, 111t1111111 r· 
• Lll\'llhllfllfUII 
; ·. 

1;uhl,1,,1 
t-11,uru1111l..'fll 

. 
t· 

\ -~ 
lech,1,(.,11 

°' \ 
\ 

\ 

\ 

\ C.cirnmumly 
Cor11-~,n':> }·· 

' 

........ , 

h"·'~-~"'.'"··~ --- r 
.,., G~olou,c f- dt rll Pruxuruly ... 

...-·· 

-.. __ 

.·-- ···- -~.,- . -
U11de1ly1119 Sod p.,,111e<1l11hl 
anc1 A11enui1llon _C.1p,1t,ly . 

1::arth-quakt! f:p1c1:r11er 
l-'rux1m11y ------· ... ~::. 

·- Pmt;hed Aqu1fc1 P1ox11111ty 

' ,,:';,{~'~::-~:f~u~1~i~IJU :::~ •. 

"- Sod Su,labrhly_ for 
E:.ngineered Slrucrurc~--

Figure 11-3. Summary of the A I IP decision evaluation criteria for the preliminary I( 'DF siting crnlualion. 

• • 

2 Cf'f' '•~ A11•,t 
.. t~~.W.f h,,~11!1J 111 J 

3 IN[E.L WA<, ;!•.I A11,,1 
~0~( ·~!Cflll~-~l) 

4 INI I I (t!<•.h1r11119 IIJI 

• 



• • 
...- ......... 

<.) 

I 

\ 
\ 
\ 
\ 
' 

l I i 
.,,-· \ 

't, 

:i 
·' 
i -

Figure 11-4. Proposed Srudi Area :or the ICDF. 

i 
\ 
I 
i 

. ' 
' . 

,:. 

• 
INTEC 

Depth to Bualt Map 

....... -----:=:.."::c-NX__, ..,.. __ 
c::::J IGIIYW-7-

::=::: "--ShdJAno(orlCDI' 

1/IEEL SIATIAL AltALYSlf LAIORATORY -,~ 
.........C"ll:MCWllo' • ..,.._....... • 



Figure 11--l shows the proposed Study Area that the ICDF is to be sited in. 

In special circumstances (e.g .. Sne CPP-3ib). where a source area is located so as to become part 
of :1 D&D or closure cover. the Agencies may ekct not to excavate the soil but cap in place m accordan~e 
\\'Ith RCRA ;Hazardous \\'aste '.'vf:magement . .\ct ( HW\!A) closure standards. The same ground\\·ater 
pmte1.·tion ,1andards apphcable to the ICDF will be met. 

Although more costly than Alte111at1\·e 3. which n:quires capping each Group 3 site in pl.w:. the 
:.ekcted Altemat1ve -L·\, reduces the footprint of the WAG 3 restricted area allowing for future 
Je\clopment and is expandable to address INEEL-wide CERCLA contaminated media and debris. 
Further. the consolidation in an engineered landfill \Vith leachate collection will further safeguard the 
underlying SRPA. The Agencies believe that this alternative ensures long-term protection of human 
health and the environment. complies with ARARs. is a permanent solution. and is cost-effective. 

11.1.4 Perched Water (Group 4) 

The selected remedy for the Perched Water 1s Alternative 2-Instttutiona.l Controls ,vith Aqu1t~r 
Recharge Control. Alternative 2 1s comprised of institutional controls in the form of administrative 
ac11ons 10 restrict future use of perched \\·ater and implementation of remedies t.o control water infiltration 
and mmimize perched water releases to the SRP A. The institutional controls include: 

• Site access restrictions 

• Warning signs on wells screened in the perched ,vater 

• Locked and labded wells screened m the perched water 

• Well drilling/water usage restrictions 

• Rad1auon surveys 

• En\'tronmental monitoring 

• (jencral maintenance and upkeep. 

The DOE will pcnodkally inspect and repair the warning signs. conduct environmental 
monnormg. and perform routine maintenance and upkeep. as necessary. Land use controls wlll rema111 ,n 
plu~c indefinitely to prevent unauthorized dnllmg through the contaminated perched zone. 

Pc.:rched water monitoring will include sampling and analysis of existing and new perched water 
,,ells to determine changes in the areal extent of perched water (water levels and hydraulic head) and 
pcr..:hcd water quality. Moisture content and contaminant of concern (COC) concentration(s) will he 
mc:1,urc.:d in the perched water zones to dctem1111e if water contents and contaminant fluxes arc tb:rca~,n ~ 
·" pr1.•J1ctcd. These data,, di also be used ll), cnfy the nt· >-13 , aJose zone model and to dctcrn1111c 

111,11:nual 1mp:.1c1:; hl thl.' SRP.-\. The :;pcc1ftc monnonng Ill Jctc:rmmc perched water dra111-t>ul \\ ti! he 
dl.':.cnbed 111 the< >l · .~-13 ( iroup -I Post-ROD \1orntlmng l'lan. The monitoring \\"di be performed t"11r .1 
1111mmum ,1f ::?O years after the pcn:olatll.)n ponds an: rcmo,·ed from sernce. The perched.water Zllne,; 
rdatcd 10 the existing percolauon ponds are calculated to dram out 111 approximately 14 years from till· 

111111: the p,111J,; :ire n:mowd from sernce 10l" 3-13 RI FS . .-\ppend1x Fl. >!cw perched water-monrt()rtn~ 
\\Clf:. ,,tll hi." m~talled h> pronJc additional p.:rl!hl!J \\"Jter 1110111tormg locat1ons. lfatkr 5 years. thl! 
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;'cr-..:h\.·d \\ :itcr 1.oncs :m: not dram mg out ;.i:,; prcd1~·tcJ by the Rf FS model then addt t1onal recharge 
..:1llHr1ils \\ ill be rmpkrrn:nted . 

.\dd1110nal controls may include: 

• Lining, or an equivalent. the Btg Lost River to m1rnm1ze rrwr recharge to perched water. .\ 
trade study will be performed to detcm1ine the most cost-effective method to achieve the 
recharge reduction obJect1\·e. 

• Curtailing steam condensate discharges to the subsurface 

• Remonng the existing STP lagoons and mtiltrat1on galleries. Substitute factlittes that <lo n1)t 
discharge to contammated perched water (e.g., new sewage treatment pond lagoons) would 
need to be sited and constructed pnor to implementing this control. 

The addrtional recharge controls an: actions that control sources supply mg\\ ater to the perd1cd 
zone. These actions are designed to reduce !t:achmg and transport of soil contaminants to perched water. 
reduce the water content of the perched zone. and minimize contaminated perched water releases to the 
SRP :\, C11mputer simulattons indicate that removal of the existing percolat1on ponds from ser\"ice 1s the 
rno.,t henctic1al method to prevent the COC's in the vadose zone (parucularly Sr-90) from reaching the 
.'iRI'.-\. Rcmo\·al of the exist mg pen:ola11on ponds from ser\'ice addn.:s.s~s approximately 70";, of the 
11·ater rechargmg the perched water bodies and sufficiently slows the rate of contaminant transport to the 
aqu1tcr to allO\v natural radioactive decay to reduce the Sr-90 mass in the vadose zone. This action 1s 
expected to prevent perched \Valer contaminant releases to the SRPA. which would cause the .\.1C'L.s to be 
exceeded m the SRPA beyond 2095 (FS Supplement, Section 5.3.2 [DOE-ID ! 998a]) . 

The replacement percolation ponds will be constructed at a sufficient distance (approximately 
I 0.200 ft) away from the INTEC' Facility so as to no longer remain a recharge source to the contammated 
pL'n:hed water beneath l:'\TEC The locations of the new percolation ponds were based on the measured 
prL'scnce of perched \\'ater at the current percolation ponds and groundwater modeling. The amount _nf 
"-.prcaJ" of water from new percolation ponds in the uppermost perched layer \Vas modeled usmg the 
mrerbed parametcrs from the OU 3-13 vadose zone modeling (OU 3-13 FS. Appendix F). The new ponds 
are located so that perched water from them does not spread to the contaminated perched water beneath 
l'.\TEC. figure 11-5 shows the proposed location of the replacement percolation ponds. Other foe tors 
e\·aluated 111 sdectmg a new location for the pen.:olallon ponds rncl ude: local!ng the ponds oubtde u I° ;111: 

r:.ire. thre:itened. or endangered habitat. and locating the ponds m areas that have been surveyed ti.)r 
cultural and historic artifacts. 

The replacement percolation ponds. l1m1ted to ~O acres m size. 11i!l be subject to applicahle 
pcr:nllllng reqwrements. The .-\gen..:1e~ bclte\·e that suftic1ent lime 1s provided prior to the removal Jat..: 
:,1 a:;,-ur..: that this contmgency operat1011 under CERCL.-\ 1\·tll not be necessary. Ho\ven:r. due tu th\.· 
11..:cey,rty and importance of stopping the recharge to the perched water on or before December 31. 2<HJ3. 
the Ile\,. pcrcolat1on ponds will be constructed under.this ROD and may operate. as a necessary 
..:,111t111gcn..:y. pursuant to this ROD during the rntenm period th~it appl1cabk permits are .sought. 

n1e (iroup-+ n:medy w11l 111cluJe: 

• Rem1>\ 111g the c."\btmg perculall1>11 ponJs thirn sen 11.:c 

• D1:--..:,>111111u1ng la\\ n trngauon at the I :\TEC \\ here necessary . 
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Additional infiltration controls may include lining or diverting the Big Lost River, repairing 
leaking fire water lines at the 11'TEC. curtailing steam condensate discharges to the subsurface, or 
removing the existing STP lagoons and infiltration galleries. Substitute facilities that do not discharge to 
the zone of contaminated perched water would need to be sited and constructed prior to implementing this 
phase. 

Five-year reviews of the efficiency of this remedy will be conducted until the Agencies determine 
that there is no longer a risk posed by vadose zone contaminants leaching to the SRPA. Institutional 
controls will remain to restrict drilling through the contaminated zone or access to perched water. 

Alternative 2 is selected because it best meets the five balancing criteria while providing overall 
protection of human health and the environment. The Agencies believe the selected alternative is 
protective of human health and the environment, compliant with ARARs, uses permanent solutions, and 
is cost effective. 

11.1.5 Snake River Plain Aquifer Interim Action (Group 5) 

The selected SRP A interim action is Alternative 2B--Institutional Controls with Monitoring and 
Contingent Remediation. This interim action alternative consists of three components: 

• Maintaining existing and additional institutional controls over the area of the SRPA 
contaminant plume to prevent exposure to contaminated groundwater during the time the 
aquifer is expected to remain above MCLs 

• Groundwater monitoring to determine if SRPA groundwater COC concentrations exceed 
their action levels and if the impacted portion of the aquifer is capable of producing more 
than 0.5 gpm. which is considered the minimum drinking water yield necessary for the 
aquifer to serve as a drinking water supply._ · · 

• Contingent active pump and treat remediation if the action levels are exceeded and 
production is greater than 0.5 gpm such that the modeled aquifer water quality will exceed 
the MCLs after 2095 in the SRPA outside the current INTEC security fence. 

Since contaminants from lNTEC operations will remain in the SRPA. a five-year review is 
required by the NCP (40 CFR 300.430[f][4][iiJ). Five-year reviews will be conducted until the Agencies 
determine they are no longer necessary. The five year reviews will evaluate the effectiveness of the 
alternative and the need for its continuation or to consider a different alternative. 

11.1.5.1 Existing and Additional Institutional Controls. Existing institutional controls will 
prevent the groundwater ingestion exposure route from being completed by preventing direct access to the 
contaminated SRPA until the year 2095. Institutional controls will remain in place until 2095 and 
include: · 

• Area access restrictions 

• Land use! restrictions to prevent the installation of water supply wells in the SRPA prior to 
2095 

• A \:otice of Agreement with affected federal and local go\·ernment stakeholder:,, 
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• Warning signs on wells screened in the SRPA contaminant plume 

• Locked and labeled ~,·ells screened in the SRPA contaminant plume. 

In addition to institutional controls, environmental monitoring and general maintenance and upkeep 
ot:monitoring wells will be conducted for as long as it is determined that monitoring is required. 

11.1.5.2 Groundwater Monitoring. Groundwater monitoring activities will be conducted 
throughout the institutional control period to evaluate the concentration and extent of contaminants in the 
SRPA. Monitoring will cease if the regulators determine there is no unacceptable risk in the aquifer. 
Monitoring will include sampling of the SRPA using new and existing wells to determine the SRPA 
aquifer intervals with the highest concentrations of groundwater COCs. The specific groundwater 
monitoring actions will be described in the OU 3-13 Post-ROD Monitoring Plan that will be developed 
during RD/RA. A general summary of the groundwater monitoring actions that would trigger subsequent 
treatability studies and contingent remediation is shov,m on the decision flow chart in Figure I 1-6. 
Groundwater modeling presented in Appendix B of the FS Supplement (DOE-ID 1998a) suggests that the 
highest 1-129 concentrations occur in the H-1 interbed of the SRPA. The modeling accounts for 
attenuation and dispersion. The H-1 interbed is a sedimentary interbed that is located approximately 38 m 
( 125 ft) below the top of the SRPA water table. The water table at INTEC occurs at an approximate 
depth of 140 m (460 ft) beneath the J:,,.jTEC. The H-1 interbed is about 7.6 m (25 ft) thick and has a low 
permeability (4 mDarcy). The model also assumed that potential releases of contaminated perched water 
to the SRPA will be controlled by removing the existing percolation ponds from service. 

• 

Additional groundwater modeling and sampling will be conducted to determine the location of 
COC hotspot (Step I in Figure 11-6). Monitoring wells will be installed at the predicted hot spots along • 
the centerline of the predicted plume. Packer tests will be used to determine the zone(s) of highest 
contamination. These results will be comp~red to the action levels (Table 8-2). Groundwater quality data 
will be obtained from the SRPA intervals containing the highest COC concentrations to determine if these 
concentrations exceed the action level(s) (Step 2 in Figure I 1-6 ). The action levels are based on the 
modeled maximum concentration of the COCs measured in calendar year 2000 that are expected to yield 
individual contaminant concentrations above the !'vfCLs in the SRPA outside the current INTEC security 
fonce in 2095. Contaminant transport studies. and refinements to the contaminant transport model will 
continue during the institutional control and monitoring period. The action levels will be reviev .. ·ed at 
each 5-year review and adjusted as necessary to insure that RAOs are being met. 

If the action levels are exceeded (Step 3 in Figure 11-6 ), isopleth maps will be developed using the 
groundwater quality data. The isopleth maps will be developed ( Step 4 in Figure 11-6) to determine if the 
hot spot(s) is.(are) of sufficient volume to provide an unacceptable risk to a hypothetical groundwater user 
for more than one year(Step 5 in Figure 11-6). The isopleth maps will be prepared to determine if the · 
plume will move past a future receptor such that the exposure duration would be too short to present an 
unacceptable risk. If the hot spot is small. or if it moves too quickly to present an unacceptable risk. then 
no further active measure would be pursued. but monitoring would continue and the data and modeling 
,, ould be re\ iewed at the 5-year review period. 

• If the contaminated aquifer interval exceeds the COC action level(s) and is of sufficient 
, olume to potentially expose a hypothetical groundwater user to an unacceptable risk. 
representati,e \\ells will be selected to determine if the affected portion of the SRPA is 
~apable of producing a sustainable yield ( for at least 2-+ hours continuous pumping) of more 
than 0.5 gpm (Step 6 in Figure 11-6). The 0.5 gpm pumping rate is based on the minimum 
amount of drinking \\,Her necessary to sustain an a, erage household. The wells that an: 
~dected to di:tcnnine these limits \\ill he -;crccned O\Cr the ayuifor interval exhibiting the 
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Step I 

Perform modeling and sampling of the 
SRPA contaminant plume. 

Step 2 

ldenufy venical and lateral locac,on of 
hot spots. 

Step~ 

Develop isopleth map ofSRPA 1-129 
concentration. 

Stepo 

Detem1tne potential sustainablt: yield 
of hot spot zones. 

Step8 

Prepare RD \\Ork plan pursuant 10 thi: 
FF.-\ CO 10 include necessary 
1reatahrl11y ~rudy \\Ork plan 

Does not exceed 

Does rtot exceed 

'.'Jo 

PERIODIC MONITORING 

Notes 

( I ) Action level for COC determined by 
computer simulation 

(2) Action level for volume detennined by 
field mapping of extent of secondary 
source exceeding COC action level and 
computer simulation of potential impact 
on restoration timeframe to meet RAOs 
and RGs. 

The RD work plan will contain the schedule 
and process for 1mplementmg the contingent 
remedial actron. 

Figure 11-6. SRPA contingent n:mediation decision tlO\\ ~han . 
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highest concen1ra1ions of COCs. lf1he waier yidd is greater than 0.5 gpm on a sustained basis. and the 
action level(s) is exceeded (Step 7 in Figure 11-6). then active remedial action will be pursued. If 
monitoring does not support the need for remedial action. periodic ground\l,:ater monitoring will be 
continued and the data reviewed during each 5-year reviews until restoration is achieved. 

• Treatability Studies and Contingent Remediation. If all of the above described 
criteria (Steps I through 7 in Figure 11-6) are met for a \Veil screened in the SRPA. 
treatability studies will be performed (Step 8 in Figure 11-6). The treatability studies may 
include analytical calculations and:or numerical modeling, pumping tests, and bench- or 
pilot-scale treatment testing. The treatability studies will determine if long-term pumping 
from the affected interbed is feasible and whether the COCs exceeding the action level(s) 
can be cost-effectively removed from groundwater. ln addition to l-129 and other COCs the 
treatability studies \\"ill also evaluate the presence of mercury, Sr-90, chromium. Tc-99. and 
tritium. all of which are known or are predicted to be present in the groundwater plume at 
significant concentrations. While these contaminants are not long-term risk drivers. they 
may foul the groundwater treatment system or pose radiological exposure concerns if 
brought to the surface for treatment. Further monitoring will be performed to define the 
optimum path forward. The treatability study will be developed during RD if needed. If the 
treatability studies detem1ine that selectively pumping and treating contaminated 
groundwater from the affected portions of the SRPA will meet the MCL(s) in 2095, and 
treatment and recharge or evaporation of treated groundwater is implementable, and cost
effective. then Remedial Design and active remediation will be implemented. 

Prior to installing a pump and treat system, the COC action limits will be verified or reestablished 
by additional modeling using the data obtained from the new monitoring wells, the packer tests, and 
pumpiyield/concentration data. The duration of pumping and treatment will also be estimated using the 
model. If treatability studies determine that pumping the affected SRPA interbed is not technically 
feasible. then a technical impracticability waiver will be sought through a ROD Amendment. 

Active remediation would consist of: 

• Contingent pump and treat remedial action will be implemented if groundwater monitoring 
determines that combined COCs in groundwater exceed their respective action levels in the 
year :?OOO or during subsequent monitoring. The action levels are based on modeling that 
predicts that individual or combined contaminants will exceed :vtCLs in the year 2095 for 
portions of the aquifer that is capable of sustaining a production of rate 0.5 gpm.Components 
of the pump and treat action include: 

Installation of extraction wells to remo\·e the zone of maximum contamination or hot 
spot 

Above ground. on-site physical chemical treatment of the extracted \vater in 
compliance with ARA.Rs 

On-sire recharge to the SRP..\ ore\ aporation of the treated effluent in compliance 
\\ rth A RA Rs. 

Thi! trearnbil it~ stmlics \\ ill consider th!! prcscncl! of all contaminants. \frr.cury. Sr-90. chromium. 
Tc-99. H-3. arc kno,\11 or arc predicted to bl! presem in the SRP..\ at significant concentrations. Although 
thc:..c add1t1onal contaminants arc not necessarily long-term risk-drivers. they become problematic once 
brought to the surface for treatment because they may foul th!! treatment system or may pose radiological 
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exposure concerns. as in the case of Tc-99. In addition. all contaminants must be removed to below 
\1Cls if the treated groundwater is injected into the aquifer. 

Although Alternative 2A is less costly than the selected alternative 28, it does not provide any 
reduction in toxicity, mobility or volume through treatment and may not meet the Remedial Action 
Objective of restoring the aquifer to drinking water quality by the year 2095. Therefore. the contingency 
remedy, Alternative 28 best addresses groundwater modeling concerns regarding aquifer restoration. The 
Agencies believe the selected alternative is protective of human health and the environment. complies 
with ARARs. uses a pennanent solution. and is cost effective. 

11.1.6 Buried Gas Cylinders (Group 6} 

The selected ,remedy for the Buried Gas Cylinders is Alternative 2-Removal, Treatment, and 
Disposal. The basis of this remedy is the removal and management of buried cylinders from each burial" 
site.· Abandonment of the cylinders presents a safety hazard should the cylinders burst from over
pressurization. Alternative 2 consists of: 

• Institutional controls (i.e .. warning signs) until completion of the buried cylinders removal 

• Site characterization using geophysical surveys 

• R~movingthe gas cylinders 

• Treating the contents, if necessary 

• Recycling or disposing of the gas cyli~der containers . 

The remedy will consist of two phases. Phase I includes initial geophysical surveys of each burial 
site to determine the extent of the buried cylinders and initial surface soil sampling of burial site CPP-94. 
The primary threat at the site is safety. 

Phase 2 of the remedy consists of excavation, removal. and management of the cylinders at each 
site. Excavation will be conducted within a containment structure to ensure that accidental contaminant 
releases to the environment do not occur. Evaluation and management of the cylinders during Phase 2 
will consist of the following: 

• Removal and disposal or recycling of empty cylinders 

• Removal and verification of cylinders with ··known" contents 

• Removal and sampling of cylinders \vith unknown contents 

• Re-valving or re-containerization of cylinders with inoperable valves followed by sampling 
of the gases 

• \'enting of cylinders containing en\ironmentally benign gases (i.e .. compressed air. argon. 
carbon dioxide. helium. nitrogen. and oxygen) 

• Treatment of cylinders containing acetykile or h::,drotluoric acid ha\ ing operable valves 
!i.)llowed by disposal or recycling of the c~ linJt:r 
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• Trt!atment of cylinders containing acetylene or hydrofluoric acid ha\'ing inoperable valves 
following val\ e replacement or recontainerization and subsequent disposal or recycling of 
the cylinder. · 

A contractor specializing in gas cylinder removal. treatment. and disposal will perform the 
activities associated with this alternative. 

After removal of the cylinders from the burial sites. a post remediation survey of each burial site 
will be performed to determine earthwork requirements for the final grading. The burial sites will be 
graded to blend with the surrounding topography. Clean tills for the final grading \\.·ill be obtained from 
an onsite borrow source if necessary. 

The Agencies may elect to pursue a contingent remedy of capping in place pursuant to the 
substantive requirements of IDA PA 16.01.05.008 ( 40 CFR 264.310) if safety concerns with exca\'ation 
and removal prevent implementation of the selected remedy. 

Alternative 2 is selected because it best meets the five balancing criteria while providing overall 
protection of human health and the environment. The Agencies believe the selected alternative is 
protective of human health and the en\'ironment. complies with ARA Rs. uses a permanent solution. and is 
cost effective. 

11.1.7 SFE-20 Hot Waste Tank System (Group 7) 

The selected remedy for the SFE-20 Hot Waste Tank System is Alternative 4-Removal, 
Treatment. and Disposal. Alternative 4 consists of: 

• Institutional controls (i.e .• warning signs) until the removal of the tank liquid and sludge 

• Sampling the tank contents 

• Removal and ex situ treatment of the tank liquid and sludge 

• Excavation and removal of the tank. tank vault. pump pit enclosures and other associated 
structures 

• On-site disposal of the tank and associated structures. 

Following characterization, the tank liquid will be remo\ ed and treated at the PEW ernporator if it 
meets the specified waste criteria. The tank sludge\\ ill be n:mo\·ed and treated (ex situ) using a suitable 
grout to solidify and stabilize the contaminants in the sludge. The stabilized sludge will then be drummed 
and disposed either on-Site or off-site at a suitable engineered disposal facility. Depending on waste 
ch:1racteristics. the remaining coniponents of the tank sy-.tem \\ i 11 be exca\ aced. remo\'ed. and disposed 111 

the ICDF or off-site. depending on whether they meet the ICDF \,ash: acceptance criteria. The. 
e.,ca, :Ilion \\ 111 hi: hackfilh!d. to grade with clean soi Is. 

It 1:-. a:.sumec.l that the liquid \\'ithin the SFE-20 tank\\ ill meet the PE\V WAC. The liquid contents 
of the tank an: consistent with pre,·ious l'.\:TEC \\:.bte processed through the tank system a.nd discharged 
h) the PE\\'. Ho,,e,er. if the PE\\' is unable to accept the liqu1J ,,a:-,te or is una,·ailable at the time the 
re:.pon"e action i,; conducted. a smal I portable t!\ aporator urn. ,, tHilJ be utilized on-Site: or the ,, aste 
,,oulJ he di..;po:-,ed off-site in accordance \\ith the Off Site Rule (41) CFR .~oo . ..i..ioi. 
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Alternative 4 is selected because it best meets the five balancing criteria while providing overall 
protection of human health and the environment and compliance with ARA Rs. The Agencies believe the 
selected alternative is protective of human health and the environment. complies with ARARs. uses a 
permanent solution. and is cost effective. 

11.1.8 Future Site Closures Under RCRA and D&D 

In addition to the IO I CERCLA sites addressed in this ROD, approximately 79 INTEC facilities 
\viii be undergoing closure under RCRA;H\VMA and D&D in the future. after this ROD becomes final. 

To minimize duplication of resources and in keeping with the RCRA/CERCLA Parity Policy, a 
periodic review will be conducted to evaluate facility closures outside the scope of this ROD to detennine 
..,,·hat additional sources have been identified, and what impact of these sources may have on the residual 
risk at OU 3-13. Plans for upcoming RCRNHWMA and D&D closures will also be evaluated to 
determine that the closure plans include an approach that ensures the following: 

• Both RCRA!HWMA and D&D closures of INTEC facilities will satisfy RAOs, and will not 
add significantly to human health or environmental risks. 

• Risks to human health and the environment resulting from any residual contamination 
discovered will be evaluated and minimized in order to be co11sistent with the RAOs 
identified previously. 

11.1.9 Five-Year Reviews 

The CERCLA 5-year review process will be implemented to ensure protection of human health and 
the environment at sites where contaminants remain in place at !eve.ls that do not allow unlimited or 
unrestricted current or future use as required under 40 CFR 300.430 and CERCLA Section 121. The 
schedule for 5-year reviews will be included in the RD/RA Work Plan. Five year reviews will continue to 
be conducted as long as site access or use restrictions are necessary to remain protective of human health 
and the environment. 

Five-year reviews will also assess the effectiveness of Institutional Controls for sites for which "No 
Further Action"" was recommended and ensure that these sites are not adversely impacted by continued 
r:-..;TEC operations. Any new infom1ation acquired regarding the nature and extent of contamination at 
these sites will be considered during each review 

11.1.1 O Post-Closure Care and Monitoring 

Post-closure care and monitoring are in'cluded as elements of remedial alternatives for sites ,vhere 
COCs remain in place abo·ve risk-based levels. Monitoring and maintenance reports will be considered in 
5-year re,·ie\',:s to determine the continued effecti,·eness of remedies. 

11.2 Estimated Costs of Selected Remedies 

Tabks l 1-2 through 11-X provides the estimated capital and operation costs for each group. The 
costs presented in these tabks are ·-30 to -50 percent estimates according to EPA guidance. A l 00 year 
operation and maintenance period ,, as costed for all of the final actions. Operation and maintenance 
costs for the interim actions ,, ere calculated for the rntl!rim action period. A discount rate of 5 percent 
,, a~ u~l!d 10 cakulatc the \; P\" . 
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11.3 Expected Outcome of Selected Remedy 

For all groups. except the Tank Fam1 and SRPA interim actions. the expected outcome of the 
selected remedies is that the cumulative risk. for all pathways at these sites will be reduced to less than 
I x Io·"' and other risks will be reduced to a HI less than 2. 

The use of industrial health and safety controls and the implementation of DOE radiological 
control procedures will control worker risk during remedy implementation. 

FollO\'l.'ing the operational control period. the Group 2 Soils Under Buildings and Structures will 
either be covered by the equivalent of a cap with a 1.000 year design life. or by the overlying buildings. 
If exposed during D&D activities. contaminated soils will be removed to a minimum of 3 m (IO ft) below 
grade (if necessary), backfilled with clean fill. and revegetated where appropriate. Where a cap is in 
place, the area up to the edge of the cap will be available for industrial use. Where soils have been 
removed, the fonner soil site will be available for industrial use. 

Group 3. Other Surface Soils, will have been excavated and disposed in the ICDF. or suitable 
off-site facility, and the former release sites will be filled with clean back fill. revegetated where 
appropriate. and available for industrial use. 

• 

The ICDF will remain in place and closed. The supporting facilities will be completely removed 
and disposed within the ICDF. The ICDF will contain contaminated.surface soils from INTEC, and 
potentially will contain CERCLA wastes from other parts of the INEEL. The cap of the facility will be 
designed to last 1.000 years, against intrusion from both humans and biota, and minimize infiltration of 
precipitation through the waste layer. The cap will rise slightly above the surrounding area, and will have • 
a low grade to promote runoff. A 100 m (328 ft) buffer zone.will be maintained as part of the exclusion 
area around the capped area. Institutional Controls will be maintained to prevent unauthorized access to 
the disposal facility. 

Group 4, Perched Water. ,,.·ill have been greatly reduced in areas of saturation, if not completely 
eliminated. High levels of contamination will remain in place in the subsurface. but these contamina~ts 
will be unavailable for either surface exposure or transport to the SRPA. The majority of the 
contamination is Sr-90. which will decay in place due to its short half-iife of approximately 30 years. 

Group 5. the SRPA, will meet :vfCLs outside of the current I-STEC security fence by 2095. 
Institutional controls will be implemented to prevent the use of groundwater inside the current INTEC 
security fence. 

Group 6. Buried Gas Cylinders. will have been remO\ ed. and these areas will be available for 
industrial use. 

Group 7. the SFE-'.?O Hot Waste Tank System. will have been removed. and this area will be 
a, ailable for industrial use. 
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Table 11-2. Estimated Capital and Operations Costs (6 years) for Tank Farm Soils Interim Action 
Selected Alternative 3. Costs are in 1997 dollars except as noted. 

Cost Elements 

Capital Costs 
,/ 

FF A/CO \1anagement and Oversighta 

Remedial Designb 

Remedial Action Construction" 

Total Capital Cost in FY97 dollars 

Operation Costs 

Remedial Action OperationsJ 

D & D of Facilities 

Surveillance and Monitoring 

Total Operation Cost in FY97 dollars 

TOT AL PROJECT COST IN FY97 S's 

Total Capital Cost in NPV 

Total Operation Cost in NPV 

TO'FAL PROJECT COST IN '.'JPV 

Estimated Costs in$ 

1,574,000 

235,000 

10,286.000 

12,096,000 

491,000 

NA 

3,679,000 

4,170,000 

16,266,000 

11,428,000 

3,725,000 

15,153,000 

a. Includes Program Management. RA documentation preparation. RD:RA SOW. RA Work Plan. Packaging. Shipping, 
Transportation documentation. RA Report. \\/ AG-wide RA 5-yr review. RD documentauon preparation, Safety Analysis 
documentation. Sampling and Analysis Plan. and Pre-Final Inspection Report. 

b. Includes added institutional controls and title design construction document package. 

c. Includes sit.: characterization. construction subcontract. and pro1ect,construct1on management. 

d. Includes Program Management. continued and new construction caretaker maintenance. operations. maintenance. materials. 
and dis osal. 
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Table 11-3. Estimated Capital and Operations Costs ( I 00 years) for Soils Cnder Buildings and 
Structures Selected Alternative 2. Costs are in 1997 dollars except as noted. 

Cost Elements 

Capital Costs 

FFA.CO .\.1anagement and Oversight.1 

Remedial Designn 

Remedial Action Construction' 

Total Capital Cost in FY97 dollars ~ 

Operation Costs 

Remedial Action OperationsJ 

D & D of Facilities 

Surveillance and ~onitoring 

Total Operation Cost in FY97 dollars 

TOTAL PROJECT COST IN FY'97 S's 

Total Capital Cost in ;,.;pv 

Total Operatio!l Cost in ;'liPV 

TOTAL PROJECT COST IN NPV 

Estimated Costs in S 

6.748,000 

910.000 

524.000 

8.182.000 

9.032.000 

NA 

676,000 

9.708,000 

17.890,000 

5,103.000 

4.076.000 

9,179.000 

:i, Includes Progr:1m Management. RA documentation preparauon. RD·RA SOW. RA \Vorkplan. Packaging. Shipping. 
Transponau,111 documentation. RA Report. \VAG-\\ 1de RA 5-~ r rc:ne\\. RD documentation preparation. Safc:ty Analysb 
Jocumcntauon. SJmplmg and Analysis Plan. and Pre-Fmal Inspection Report. 

t, Include, .iddcd mstttuuonal controls and t1tk design con~trucuon document package. 

I.' lnduJc, ,uc characterization. construcuon ~ub..:ontract. and prnJcct. construction management. 

J. lncludi:s Program Management . ..:ontmucd and Ill!\\ cnnstru..:tmn .:aretaker maintenance. opcrnuons. maintenance. matcnab. 
Jlld dt, n,al. 

11-34 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

Table 11-4. Estimated Capital and Operations Costs ( I 00 years) for Other Surface Soils Selected 
Alternative 4A. Costs are in 1997 dollars except as noted. 

Cost Elements 

Capital Costs 

FF A/CO Management and Oversighta 

Remedial Designh 

Reml!dial Action Construction~ 

Total Capital Cost in FY97 dollars 

Operation Costs 

Remedial Action OperationsJ 

D & D of Facilities 

Surveillance and Monitoring 

Total Operation Cost in FY97 dollars 

TOT AL PROJECT COST IN FY97 S's 

Total Capital Cost in NPV 

Total Operation Cost in NPV 

TOT AL PROJECT COST IN NPV 

Estimated Costs in $ 

5.199,000 

1,699,000 

85,056,000 

91,955,000 

11.514.000 

NA 

8,213,000 

19,727,000 

111,682,000 

76,626,000 

8,283.000 

84.909,000 

a. Includes Program Management. RA documentation preparation. RD,RA SOW. RA Workplan. Packaging. Shipping, 
Transportauon documentation. RA Report. WAG-wide RA 5-yr review. RD documentation preparation. Safety Analysis 
documentation. Sampling and Analysis Plan. and Pre-Final Inspection Report. 

b. Includes added institutional controls and lltle design construcuon document package. 

c. Includes site characterization. construction subcontract. and project-construction management. 

d. Includes Program Management. connnued and new construction caretaker maintenance. operations. maintenance. 
materials. and disposal . 
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Table 11-5. Escimaced Capical and Operations Costs ( I 00 years) for Perched Water Selected 
Alternative 2. Costs are in 1997 dollars except as noted. 

Cost Elements 

Capital Costs 

FFA·CO ~tanagement and OversightJ 

Remedial Designh 

Remedial Action Construction' 

Total Capital Cost in FY97 dollars 

Operation Costs 

Remedial Action Operationi 

D & D of Facilities 

Sur\'eillance and Monitoring 

Total Operation Cost in FY97 dollars 

TOTAL PROJECT COST IN FY97 S's 

Total Capital Cost in ~PV 

Total Operation Cost in NPV 

TOTAL PROJECT COST IN NPV 

Estimated Costs in S 

5,036.000 

3,774,000 

9.445.000 

18.256.000 

8.171.000 

NA 

2,892,000 

11.063,000 

29.319.000 

15.320.000 

4.645.000 

19.965.000 

a, lnduJes Program Management. RA documentation preparation. RD RA SOW. RA Workplan. Packaging. Shipping. 
Transponauon documeniation. RA Repon. \V.-\G-w1de R.-\ 5-yr re, 1ew. RD documentation preparation. Safety Analysis 
Jm:ument.iuon. Sampling and Analysis Plan. and Pre-Final ln~pecuon Report. 

h lm:luJe:. added mstnuuonal controls and till<! design cnnstruct1on document package. 

I.' lnduJ..:, :.ne characto::nzation. construcuon ~ubcontracr. and pro1ec1 con~trucuon management. 

J lnduJe, Program Manago::mo::nt. cuntinued and ne,, l·onstrucunn caretaker maintenance. operations. maintenance. mat.:nab. 
,tnJ J1, o,JL 
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Table 11-6. Estimated Capital and Operations Costs ( I 00 years) for Snake River Plain Aquifer f nterim 
Action Selected Alternative 28. Costs are in 1997 dollars except as noted. 

Cost Elements 

Capital Costs 

FF AJCO Management and Oversighta 

Remedial Designb 

Remedial Action Construction~ 

Total Capital Cost in FY97 dollars 

Operation Costs 

Remedial Action Operationsd 

D & D of Facilities 

Surveillance and Monitoring 

Total Operation Cost in FY97 dollars 

TOTAL PROJECT COST IN FV97 S's 

Total Capital Cost in NPV 

Total Operation Cost in ?\IPV 

TOT AL PROJECT COST IN NPV 

Estimated Costs in S 

5,300,000 

4,302,000 

14.855,000 

24,457,000 

16,141.000 

1,647.000 

16,911,000 

34,699,000 

59,156,000 

20,701,000 

19.149,000 

39,850,000 

a. Includes Program ~anagement. RA documentation preparation, RD,RA SOW. RA Workplan. Packaging. Shipping. 
Transportation documentation. RA Report. WAG-wide RA 5-yr review. RD documentation preparation. Safety Analysis 
documentauon. Sampling and Analysis Plan. and Pre-Final Inspection Report. 

b. Includes added institutional controls and title design construction document package. 

c. Includes slle charactenzauon. construction subcontract. and proJect·construction management. 

d. Includes Program Management. continued and new construction caretaker maintenance. operations. maintenance. materials. 
and dis osal. 
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Table 11-7. Estimated Capital and Operations Costs { 100 years) for Buried Gas Cylinder Sites Selected 
Altemati\'e :?. Costs are in 1997 dollars except as not<:d. 

Cost Elements 

Capital Costs 

FF A CO ~tanagement and OversightJ 

Remedial Design" 

Remedial Action Construction~ 

Total Capital Cost in FY97 dollars 

Operation Costs 

Remedial Action Operations.i 

D & D of Facilities 

Surveillance and ~1onitoring 

Total Operation Cost in FY97 dollars 

TOT AL PROJECT COST IN FY97 S's 

Total Capital Cost in :,.:py 

Total Operation Cost in :,,;pv 

TOTAi.. PROJECT COST IN NPV 

Estimated Costs in S 

922.000 

-l8,000 

956.000 

1.926.000 

NA 

SA 

NA 

1,926.000 

1.834,000 

1.834.000 

a, lndudc:, ProgrJm '-fanagc:ment. RA docum..:ntauon pr..:parau,>n. RD. RA SOW. RA Workplan. Packaging. Shipping. 
Transponat1on documi:ntauon. RA R..:po11. \\" AG·\\ 1Jc RA 5-i, r r..:, 1c:,,. RD Jocum..:ntatton pr..:parauon. Safc:t} Analy~1s 
documc:ntat11)n. Sampling and Analy~1s Plan. and Pr..:-Fmal ln,pc:ctton Report. 

b Include, addc:d msutuuonal controls and utle d<.:stgn cothtructton document package. 

,: lndudc:, ,11..: characterizauon. construction ,ubcontract. anJ project con~trucuon management. 

J, lndudc::-. Pm£,ram Managc:mc:nt. conunued anJ nc:11 cmb1ruc11on carctak..:r ma1111c:nanc.:. opcra111.>n,. mamt.:nance. material,,. 
JnJ d1, 1hal. 
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Table 11-8. ·· Estimated Capital and Operations Costs ( I 00 years) for SFE-20 Hot Waste Tank System 
Selected Alternative 4. Costs are in 1997 dollars except as noted. 

.Cost Elements 

Capital Costs 

FF AICO Management and Oversight3 

Remedial Designb 

Remedial Action Construction' 

Total Capital Cost in FY97 dollars 

Operation Costs 

Remedial Action OperationsJ 

D & D of Facilities 

Surveillance and Monitoring 

Total Operation Cost in FY97 dollars 

TOT AL PROJECT COST IN FY97 s•s 

Total Capital Cost in NPV 

Total Operation Cost in !\JPV 

TOT AL PROJECT COST IN NPV 

Estimated Costs in $ 

862,000 

893,000 

3,008,000 

4.763,000 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

4.763.000 

4.639,000 

NA 

4.639.000 

a. Includes Program :'\-fanagement. RA documentation preparation. RD'RA SO\\.', RA Workplan. Packaging. Shipping. 
Transportation documentation. RA Report. \VAG-wide R.-\ 5-yr re\'1e1.1.. RD documentation preparation. Safety Analysis 
documentallon. Sampling and Analysis Plan. and Pre-Final Inspection Report. 

b. Includes added institutional controls and 111le design construcuon document package. 

c. Includes site characterization. com,tructton ~uhcontract. and proJect L'on~truction management. 

d. Includes Program Management. continued and new .:on~truct,on caretaker maintenance. operations. maintenance. matenab. 
and J,~ o~al . 
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12. STATUTORY DETERMINATION 

The selected remedy for each site. including the "'.\Io Action'" and "No Further Action·· sites. meets 
the statutory requirements of CERCLA Section I 21. the regulations contained in the NCP. and the 
requirements of the FFA:CO for the INEEL. Regulatory compliance for each selected remedy for each 
group is summarized in the following sections. All remedies meet the threshold criteria established in the 
NCP (i.e .. protection of human health and the environment and compliance with ARARs). CERCLA also 
requires that the remedy use permanent solutions and alternative treatment technologies to the maximum 
extent practicable. and that the implemented action must be cost-effective. Finally. the statute includes a 
preference for remedies that employ treatment that permanently and significantly reduces the volume. 
toxicity, or mobility of hazardous wastes as their principal element. For many of the sites contaminated 
with radionuclides, effective treatment technologies are currently unavailable, and therefore. the 
preference for pennanent solutions cannot be met except through natural radioactive decay processes over 
time. 

12.1 Protection of Human Health and the Environment 

As described in Section 11. the selected remedy for each site satisfies the criterion of overall 
protection of human health and the environment. The selected remedies for each site and the means by 
which each type of altemati ve meets this criterion are further described in Section l 2.1.1 through l 2.1. 9. 

12.1.1 "No Action" Sites 

The Agencies have detem1ined that .. ~o Action" be taken under CERCLA at 34 sites. Ten sites 
were classified as "No Action" sites with the signing of the FF A/CO. An additional 24 sites were 
determined to be ''No Action"' sites through Track ! or 2 investigations or RI/BRA analysis ... No Action .. 
sites are those sites that have no contaminant source or have a contaminant source with an acceptable risk 
level (less than l x IO"'') as detem1ined in the BRA (DOE-ID 1997b ). Table 4-1 lists the "No Action" 
sites in OU 3-13. 

As a result of the .. ~o Action" decision for these sites. the Agencies have determined that these 
sites pose no short- or long-term risks to human health or the environment. Therefore, the "!\io Action .. 
decision pro\'ides for overall protection of human health and the environment. 

12.1.2 "No Further Action" Sites 

The Agencies have determined that ··No Further Action .. be taken under CERCLA at six sites. 
Table 4-1 lists the "No Further Action"' sites. A ":--:o Further Action .. site is a site that has a contaminant 
source or a potential contaminant source present that does not have an exposure route resulting in risks 
greater than I x 10-.i for the risk scenario ernluated under the assumed site controls. These sites v,;ere 
determined to be "No Further Action" sites through Track I or 2 investigations and RI/BRA analysis. 
The ":-,.;o Further Action" sites are sites where remedial action is being taken. Hov,:ever. the only remedial 
action is Institutional Controls. 

Short- and long-tem1 protection \\ ill be pro, ided .for the ··\;o Further Action·· sites using 
institutional controls. The institutional controls will be maintained at these sites until the Agencies 
determine that access or land use restrictions are no longer nee<led to prevent potential exposures or the 
percei\ ed risk 1s considered acceptable. The institutional rnntrob during the period of DOE operations 
\\ ill include propert) lease requirements. including -:01mol of lanJ ust: consistent\\ 1th this ROD . 
ln~ti1u1ional 1..'011trols .1flr.:r DOE opl'rat101is Cl'a~l' \\ ill include propl'rt:- transfer rl'strictions. including a 
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tindmg of suitability to transfer and requirements for control of land use consistent with this ROD. The 
institutional controls will be tracked using the l:'\EEL Land L"se Plan. The .. No Further Action" sires will 
be re\ ie\\ ed during the CERCLA 5-year revie\l, process to verify the effecti\·eness of the .. ~o Further 
Action" decisions~ 

The Agencies believe that these controls will provide overall protection of human health and the 
environment for the ":'\o Further Action" sites. The institutional controls will be maintained at these sites 
until an unacceptable risk to human health or the environment no longer exists . 

12.1.3 Tank Farm Soils Interim Action Selected Remedy: Alternative 3-lnstitutional 
Controls with Surface Water Controls 

An interim action was selected for the Tank Farm Soils release sites. A final remedial action will 
be de\'eloped under OU 3-14 following additional site characterization. risk analysis, and remedial 
alternative evaluation. The interim action will be performed to minimize contaminant exposures to the 
public and to limit further impacts to soil and groundwater until a final remedy is implemented under 
OU 3-14. A final remedy decision is anticipated prior to 2008. Based on currently available information. 
the interim action is not inconsistent with the expected final remedy for the Tank Farm Soils. The 
selected interim action is designed to prevent short-tem1 exposure to contaminants present at the site and 
to minimize moisture infiltration that may occur and leach and transport contaminants to the perched 
water or SRPA. 

The selected interim action will provide short-term protection of human health and the environment 
while the final remedy is developed and selected. Short-term protection will be provided by this 
alternative through existing and additional institutional controls. including radiological engineering 
controls and health and safety procedures, which will limit current worker and non-worker access or 
exposure to contaminated soils. Engineering controls· will be used to minimize fugitive dust or toxic 
emissions during construction activities and provide short-term protection during implementation of the 
interim action. Additional short-term protection will be provided by surface water controls which will 
facilitate management of an unplanned spill or release and significantly reduce surface v,1ater infiltration 
mto the Tank Fam, soils. Some measure of long-term protection is provided by the reduction of surface 
\\ater infiltration into the Tank Farm soils \Vhich will limit expected leaching and transport of 
contaminants to the perched water and minimally reduce available water in the perched zone. These 
actions will provide overall protection of human health and the environment by minimizing the potential 
tbr en\'ironmental releases and future groundwater quality impacts to the SRPA. 

The Agencies believe that this interim action best satisfies the 5 balancing criteria and will be 
protecti\'e of human health and the environment while the OU 3-1-+ Tank Farm RI/FS is performed. 
Further. this action will satisfy RAOs and will not be inconsistent with the expected final Tank Fam1 
remedy and the HLW & FD EIS currently being conducted. 

12.1.4 Soils Under Buildings or Structures Selected Remedy: Alternative 2-Existing 
and Additional Institutional Controls and Containment 

The selected alternative for the Soils L'nder Buildings .and Structures is a deferred action that 
i:onsists of e\istmg and additional institutional controls and soil capping or excavation. The selected 
remedy\\ ill pro\ ide short-tem1 protection of human health and the environment through tbe 
implementation of existing and additional institutional controls that redui:,: the potential for current 
,,orker. non-,,orker. or community access or exposure w cnntaminated soils. lmr,!ementing the remetl:, 
\\Ill not po-.e unacceptable :.hort-terrn risks to the community. \\i1rkers. or the ern-ironment. Engineerin~ 
Clllllrob. r:Hltological engineering controls. and health and ... at"et:- rwcedure" \\ ill b~ u:.eJ to minimi;e any 
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short-tenn risks to current workers. non-workers. or the community during barrier construction or soil 
excavation. if necessary. Safe work practices will be used to minimize personnel injury during 
construction activities. 

Long-tenn protection of human health and the environment will be achieved by containing the 
contaminated soils beneath the existing buildings. or structures, or capping with an engineered barrier or 
excavating the contaminated soils should the building or structure be removed and the soils exposed. If 
the building or structure is removed such that the contaminated soils are exposed, capping or excavation 
will be implemented to provide long-term protection. The engineered barrier will be designed to limit 
exposure to contaminated soils and to minimize infiltration of precipitation into the contaminated soils 
which could potentially leach and transport contaminants to the SRPA for at least 1,000 years. Soils that 
are excavated will be handled as Group 3 soils. Removal and disposal of the contaminated soils at the 
ICDF would also provide long-tenn protection, since the [CDF will be designed to provide isolation for at 
least 1.000 years. 

Closure and D&D plans for the Group 2 buildings and structures will be reviewed by the Agencies. 
under CERCLA. to ensure that the building or structure end-state satisfies soil and groundwater RAOs 
and meets ARA Rs. Decontamination and closure will be completed in a manner that will assure adequate 
short- and long-term protection of human health and the environment. This will prevent future exposure 
to contaminated soils and minimize any potential adverse impacts to SRPA groundwater quality above 
allowable levels for up to 1.000 years, if necessary. Natural radioactive decay will reduce contaminant 
concentrations to levels that are not a risk to human health or the environment. 

Alternative 2 is selected because it best meets the balancing criteria of Implementability and short
term effectiveness, given that Alternative 3 is dependent upon.the removal of the buildings and structures 
to be cost-effective. The Agencies believe that the selected reJnedy will provide overall protection of 
human health and the environment and satisfy the RAOs by reducing the potential exposures to less than 
I x I ff~ or a HI less than l by eliminating human and environmental exposure pathways. 

12.1.5 Other Surface Soils Selected Remedy: Alternative 4A-Excavation and Onsite 
Disposal in the ICDF 

The selected remedy for the Other Surface Soils is excavation and onsite disposal in the ICDF. 
This remedy will reduce potential exposures to contaminated soils by excavating and disposing the soils 
in the ICDF. The selected remedy will provide short-term protection of human nealth and the 
environment through the implementation of administrative and engineering controls that will limit current 
worker. non-worker, or community exposures to acceptable levels during soil excavation, transport. and 
disposal at the ICDF. Short-term protection will be provided during soil excavation using engineering 
controls tCI minimize fugitive emissions and radiological engineering controls. health and safety 
procedures. and safe work practices to prevent exposures or injury. These controls will minimize any 
short-term risks to workers. non-workers. or the community. 

Long-tem1 protection of human health and the environment will be achieved by removing all soils 
at each release site .that exceed the remediation goals to a depth of at least IO feet below ground and 
disposing them in the ICDF. The ICDF will be designed for long-term protection and contaminant 
isolation for at least 1.000 years. Soil excavation and disposal at the ICDF will eliminate the existing 
surface exposure pathways at the release sites. 

The exca\ated soils will be di~posed in the ICDF. an engineered disposal facility. designed for 
long-lcrm protection and containment. The !CDF \\ill he sited in Site CPP-95 (Figure I l-4). The ICDF 
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footprint ,viii cover no more than 80 acres. Short-tem1 protection of human health and the environment 
will be pro\"ided through the implementation of institutional and engineering controls, radiological 
controls. health and safety procedures. and safe work practices during construction, operation. and closure 
of the ICDF to protect workers. non-\1,.·orkers. and the community from exposure to the disposed 
contaminated soils. Long-term protection of human health and the environment will be provided by the 
ICDF which will be designed, constructed. operated. and closed to inhibit intrusion by humans and biota. 
to provide sufficient shielding to minimize external exposure to radionuclide-contaminated soils. and to 
limit surface water and precipitation infiltraJion through the contaminated soils to reduce the potential for 
leaching and transport of soil contaminants to the perched water or SRP A. The final cover on the ICDF 
,viii be designed to provide human and biotic intrusion protection for at least 1,000 years. 

Construction of the ICDF will disturb the environment. Environmental disturbances will be 
minimized by performing the construction activities in compliance with ARARs. the (NEEL Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Plan. and performing a cultural resource evaluation. All soil disturbance activities 
will be performed in compliance with the l;-.iEEL Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan, including re
vegetation activities. 

A preliminary cultural resource evaluation has been conducted for the areas that might be disturbed 
by the ICDF. If during soil disturbance activities, unusual materials such as arrowheads, obsidian, or 
bones are discovered. all work will cease and the l;-.iEEL Cultural Resources Office will be contacted for 
assistance. The land that will be disturbed during ICDF construction has been evaluated for biological 
resources. There are no knO\vn wetlands. unique habitats, or areas occupied by Threatened or Endangered 
species. As such. consultation with the Fish and Wildlife Service will not be necessary. 

Although more costly than Alternative 3, which requires capping each Group 3 site in place, the 
selected Alternative 4A. reduces the footprint of the WAG 3 restricted area allowing for future 
development and is expandable to address IN EEL-wide CERCLA contaminated media and debris. 
Further. the consolidation in an 'engineered landfill with leachate collection will safeguard the underlying 
SRPA. The Agencies believe that the selected remedy will provide overall protection of human heahh 
and the environment because the soils will be permanently excavated to a depth ofat least 10 feet and 
disposed in the ICDF which will be designed to provide protection for at least 1,000 years. This remedy 
,viii reduce potential exposures to less than I x 10·4 or a HI less than l. 

12.1.6 Perched Water Selected Remedy: Alternative 2-Existing and Additional 
Institutional Controls with Aquifer Recharge Control 

The selected remedy for Perched Water is existing and additional institutional controls with aquifer 
recharge control. Implementation of the selected remedy will pose no additional risks to workers. 
non-workers. the community. or the environment. Short-tem1 protection during implementation of the 
sdected remedy will be provided by the implementation of institutional and engineering controls. 
radiological engineering controls. health and safety procedures. and safe work practices, These actions 
will limit current worker and non-\\orker exposures to perched \\ater during drilling, well installation. and 
monitoring. 

Long-term protection of human health and the environment v,.-ill be achieved by institutional 
controls. includ111g land and ground\\ater use restrictions. io eliminate future use of perched water as long 
as an unacceptable risk remains. The estimated yield of,, ells completed in the perched water further 
precludes domestic: use and pro, ides a measure of long-term protection. Additional long-tem1 protection 
is pro, iued by the 11nplementation of aquifer recharge controls. to reduce leaching and transport of soil 
contamin:mts to the perched z.one. to limit the ~l\ ailable \\ ata content in the perched zone. and reduce the 
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potential for future perched water releases to the SRPA. The remedies will be implemented as necessary 
to provide long-term protection of SRPA groundwater quality. Perched water does not pose either short
or long-term risks to environmental receptors as it is not accessible to biota. 

The selected Perched Water alternative requires removing the existing percolation ponds from 
service, and constructing alternative service wastewater disposal facilities that will not impact SRP A 
water quality. The replacement percolation ponds will be constructed approximately 3.109 m ( I 0.200 ft) 
from the existing percolation ponds so as to no longer recharge the contaminated perched zone beneath 
the INTEC. Replacement percolation pond construction will involve the usual short-term risks involved 
with similar earth work projects. These short-term risks, if necessary, will be minimized using 
engineering and radiological controls, health and safety plans, and safe work practices. If removing the 
existing percolation ponds does not achieve the necessary moisture reduction in the perched zone, lining 
the Big Lost River to prevent river recharge to the perched zone will also be considered. ~either current 
workers nor non-\vorkers will be exposed to contaminants during the construction of the replacement 
percolation ponds or lining the Big Lost River that would result in excess cancer risks or health effects. 

Construction of the replacement percolation ponds will disturb the environment. Environmental 
disturbances will be minimized by performing the construction activities in compliance with ARARs and 
the !NEEL Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan, and performing a cultural resource evaluation. All 
soil disturbance activities will be performed in compliance with the INEEL Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan, including re-vegetation activities. 

A preliminary cultural resource evaluation has been conducted for the areas that might be disturbed 
by the replacement percolation ponds. lf during soil disturbance activities, unusual materials such as 
arrowheads, obsidian, or bones are discovered, all work will cease and the INEEL Cultural Resources 
Office will be contacted for assistance. The land that will be disturbed as part of the replacement 
percoiation pond construction activities has been evaluated for biological resources. There are no known 
wetlands, unique habitats, or areas occupied by Threatened or Endangered species. As such, consultation 
with the Fish and Wildlife Service will not be necessary. 

Alternative 2 is selected because it best meets the five balancing criteria while providing overall 
protection of human health and the environment. The Agencies believe that the selected remedy will 
provide overall protection of human health and the environment and satisfy RAOs by restricting potential 
perched water use and reducing water infiltration to minimize future contaminant releases to the SRPA. 
This remedy will reduce potential risks to human health to less than I x I 0-" or a HI less than I. 

12.1. 7 Snake River Plain Aquifer Interim Action Selected Remedy: Alternative 28-
lnstitutional Controls with Monitoring and Contingent Remediation 

The selected SRPA remedy is an interim action with existing and additional institutional controls. 
ground\vater monitoring, and contingent remediation. This interim action is a final action for the ponion 
of the SRPA outside·the current l~TEC security fence. A final action for the portion of the SRPA inside 
the current INTEC security fence will be developed under OU 3-14. implementation of the selected 
remedy poses no additional risks to workers. non-workers. the community, or the environment. Shon
tem, protection \\ ill be pro\'ided by implementation of institutional and engineering controls, radiological 
engineering controls. health and safety plans. and safe work practices to limit current workt!r and 
non-worker e.xposures or injuries during SRPA drilling, well installation. and groundwater. monitoring. 
These controls\\ ill also protect current workers and non-v,:orkers from short-tenn risks if contingent 
remediation 1s implemented. Current \\Orkers. non-,\orkers. and the community will also be pre\'ented 
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from ingesting SRPA groundwater using institutional and engineering controls. such as locked \Velis or 
ground\vater use restrictions. 

Long-term protection of human health and the en\'ironment \.\:ill be achieved by maintaining 
existing and additional institutional controls. such as land and groundwater use restrictions. over the area 
of the contaminant plume. These restrictions will prevent exposure to contaminated groundwater during 
the time that the aquifer is expected to remain above the applicable State of Idaho groundv,,ater quality 
standards. Long-term protection will also be provided by groundwater monitoring to determine if the 
SRPA COCs exceed their action levels and if the impacted portion of the aquifer is capable of providing 
sufficient yield to serve as a water source. If these, two conditions are met, contingent pump and treat 
remediation ,viii be implemented to reduce the contaminant concentrations in the impacted portion of the 
SRPA so that the unacceptable risk is reduced by meeting the applicable State of Idaho groundwater 
quality standards and federal MCLs. 

SRPA groundwater does not pose either short- or long-term risks to environmental receptors as it is 
not accessible to biota. 

Although Alternative 2A is less costly than the selected alternative 28. it does not provide any 
reduction in toxicity. mobility or volume through treatment and may not meet the Remedial Action 
Objective of restoring the aquifer to drinking water quality by the Year 2095. Therefore. the contingency 
remedy. Alternative 28 best addresses groundwater modeling concerns regarding aquifer restoration. The 
Agencies believe that the selected remedy will provide overall protection of human health and the 
cmvironment and satisfy RAOs by restricting potential SRPA groundwater use outside the current INTEC 
security fence and implementing contingent pump and treat remediation if contaminant action levels are 
exceeded and the aquifer is capable of producing a sustainable yield. This remedy will reduce potential 
risks to human health to less than l x I 0--4 or an HI less than 1. 

12.1.8 Buried Gas Cylinders Selected Remedy: Alternative 2-Removal, Treatment and 
Disposal 

The selected alternative for the Buried Gas Cylinders is removal, treatment, and disposal. 
Implementation of this remedy does not pose any additional significant risk to the community or the 
environment. Short-tenn risks to the workers implementing the remedy will be minimized using 
institutional and engineering controls, health and safety plans. and safe work practices. These actions will 
reduce physical hazards and exposures to workers to allowable levels during cylinder removal. 
transportation. treatment and disposal. 

Long-tenn protection of human health and the environment will be achieved by removing all of the 
cylinders. treating the cylinder contents as necessary. venting non-hazardous contents directly to the 
atmosphere. and disposing the empty cylinders. 

The Agencies may elect to pursue a contingent remedy of capping in place pursuant to the 
substantive requirement of IDAPA 16.01.05.008 ( 40 CFR 264.310) if safety concerns with excavation 
and removal of the cylinders prevent implementation of the selected remedy. 

Alternathe 2 is selected because it best meets the fh·e balancing criteria v,;hile providing overall 
pro1ect1on of human health and the en\'ironment. The Agencies believe that the selected remedy will 
riro, ide o,erall protection of human health and the environment and satisfy RA Os because the reactive . 
1gnitabk. and potentially haLardous gases \.\ill be remon!d. treated (if necessary). and disposed. This 
rc:medy \\ ill eliminate the :-.ifoty haLard posed b~ the cylinders. 
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12.1.9 SFE-20 Hot Waste Tank System Selected Remedy: Alternative 4-Existing 
Institutional Controls, Removing and Treating Tank Liquid and Sludge Contents, 
and Removing the Tank and Associated Structures 

The selected alternative for the SFE-20 Hot Waste Tank System includes existing institutional 
controls. and removal. treatment. and disposal of the tank liquids and sludges. tank, and associated piping 
and structures. This remedy can be implemented without any additional short-term risks to the 
community or the environment. Short-term risks to the workers implementing the remedy will be 
minimized using institutional and engineering controls, health and safety plans, and safe work practices. 
These actions will reduce physical hazards and exposures to workers to allowable levels during tank 
liquid and sludge removal and treatment, and removal, decontamination. and disposal of the tank, piping, 
and associated structures. 

Long-term protection of human health and the environment will be achieved by permanently 
removing. treating. and disposing of the SFE-20 tank liquids and sludges. tank, piping, and associated 
structure. Any contaminated soils that may exist beneath the structure at concentrations exceeding the 
RGs will be excavated and disposed in the ICDF to eliminate future leaching and transport of the soil 
contaminants to the perched water or SRP A. 

Alternative 4 is selected because it best meets the five balancing criteria while providing overall 
protection of human health and the environment and compliance with ARARs. The Agencies believe that 
the selected remedy will provide overall protection of human health and the environment and satisfy 
RAOs because the SFE-20 tank system will be permanently removed, treated, and disposed. This remedy 
will reduce potential risks t~ human health to less than 1 x I 0-4 or a H( less than I . 

12.1.10 Sites Under Other Regulatory Authority 

The Agencies have determined that the following six sites are most appropriately dispositioned 
under other W AGs or (NEEL regulatory programs other than CERCLA. These sites, which were 
investigated and evaluated during the RI/FS include: CPP-38 (asbestos on nine INTEC buildings), .CPP-
65 (Sewage Treatment Plant lagoons), CPP-66 (Steam Plant fly ash pits), CPP-61 (area within CPP-718 
transformer yard). CPP-81 (abandoned pipeline from Calciner Pilot Plant). and CPP-82 (wastewater spills 
from ruptured pipelines). Sites CPP-61. -81. and -82 will be transferred to OL; 3-14 for further · 
evaluation. These sites will be included unc:ier the CERCLA 5-year reviev .. · process to ensure that the 
necessary actions by the other Olis. WAGs or regulatory programs are performed. 

Site CPP-38 consists of transite asbestos on nine buildings at INTEC. A Track I decision 
document was written and demonstrated that the asbestos is a non friable form and represents a low risk. 
Therefore. the Agencies decided that this site would be more appropriately administered and remediated 
( if necessary) under the [\/EEL Asbestos Abatement Program. l~EEL asbestos management is 
implemented in accordance with ~ESHAPs. 

Site CPP-65 is the li'iTEC Sewage Treatment Plant lagoons which treat sanitary waste from 
31 1:-.;TEC facilities. The Sewage Treatment Plant began operation in 1984 and is currently used. The 
lagoons include four infiltration. percolation trenches that are used to dispose of treated sanitary 
wastewater. The lagoons were im·estigated in the RI 'BRA ( DOE-ID 1997a, Section 9.3) where it \vas 
detennined that site CPP-65 is not a significant source of contamination to the groundwater. Hm...-ever; 
the lagoons appear 10 contribute water to th~ nerched zone and eventually the SRPA. The water 
discharged to the lagoons \\as included as a \\ater-.;c,urce 1em1 in the \·adose zone modeling conducted for 
the RI BR:\. The . .\gencie:- h:n e decided that final closure of the Sewage Treacme,~t Plant lagoons would 

l 2-.,. 



--·· 

be most appropriately handled under the Idaho \Vastewater Land Application Pem1it Rules 
ClDAPA 16.01.07). This decision was based on the low concentration of contaminants in the plant 
effluent and the continued use of the lagoons. However. if additional perched water actions are deemed 
necessary by the Agencies to further reduce recharge to the perched zone. then the closure and relocation 
of the Se\vage Treatment Plant lagoons will be managed under CERCLA. 

Site CPP-66 is the coal-fired steam generation facility fly ash pit located southeast of the I'.\iTEC. 
The pH has been used for the disposal of fly ash p,roduced by the 1:-.;TEC steam generation facility since 
1984. The ash in the pit contains natural radionuclides and metals derived from coal and limestone. Site 
CPP-66 was evaluated using the Track I process in 1993 and recomrnended for "No Further Action" 
based on a human health risk evaluation. Subsequently, an ecological risk screening was performed 
during the OL' 3-13 RI/BRA. \\'hich suggested that a risk to environmental receptors may exist from the 
metals present in the ash. The Agencies ha\'e determined that the site will be transferred to OU I 0-04 for 
further evaluation and remediation. if necessary. 

Site CPP-61 is an area within the CPP-718 transformer yard \vhere a PCB oil spill occurred in the 
early I 980's. Approximately 1.510 L (400 gal) of PCB oil was spilled. The PCB concentration iti the oil 
was 179 ppm. Most of the spill was contained. however. some spilled oil contaminated the surrounding 
soil. Jn 1985. the spill area was cleaned up: approximately 40 drums of soil and debris were removed. A 
new transformer and concrete pad have been installed over the site. Three soil borings were drilled and 
soil samples analyzed for radionuclides. The radionuclides found were below risk-based soil 
concentrations. The Agencies have determined that Site CPP-61 wil I be transferred to OU 3-14 for 
further evaluation.· This decision is based upon the uncertain amount of PCB contamination that may 
remain under the concrete pad (WINCO 1992a). 

Site CPP-81 is an abandoned line from the 30-cm ( 12-in.) Calciner Pilot Plant. The line, located 
approximately 0.6- to 0.9-m (2- to 3-ft) bis .. contained simulated calcine that became plugged in the line 
following a test run. During the fall of 1993, the line was cleaned as part of a time-critical removal 
action. The line was flushed with hot acid to remove the simulated calcine. No leaks were observed 
during the removal action indicating that no previous release to the environment had occurred. The final 
\vater rinse was analyzed and found to not contain contaminants above toxicity characteristic leaching 
procedure (TCLP) limits. The Agencies have determined that Site CPP-81 will be transferred to OU 3-14 
for further evoluation. 

Site CPP-82 is the location of three waste water spills ( designated Sites A, 8, and C) caused by 
rupturing of previously abandoned underground lines. The lines were ruptured during excavation 
activities. In the spill associated with Site A. an estimated 9.4 L (2.5 gal) of low-level radioactive waste 
escaped: the abandoned line and contaminated soil associated with the leak were removed and disposed. 
Sites B and Care associated \\.·ith spills of nonradioactive. nonhazardous \vaste water; these spills 
occurred during the repair activities associated with Site A. The Agencies have determined that Site CPP-
82 will be transferred to OlJ 3-14 for further e\'aluation. 

12.1.11 Five-Year Reviews 

The remedial actions taken under this ROD will be reviewed under_ the CERCLA 5-year revie\\ 
process to ensure their protecti\'eness. Five-year re\'iews wtll also ensure that any changes in the physical 
configuration of any l'.\TEC facility or site (such as D&D) where there is suspicion ofa reJease of 
h,1larJou:-- or raJioactt\ e substances \vii l be managed to ach1e\·e ri.:mediation goals established in the 
ROD. The 5-~ear re, ji.:\\S \\ ill continue as long as contaminants exist at le,·els which result in restricted 
~,r limited :.ite u:rnge. 
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12.2 Compliance with ARARs 

Compliance with action-. chemical-. and location-specific ARARs is described in Sections 12.2.1 
through 12.2.7 for the selected remedy for each group. Chemical-specific ARARs are generally health- or 
risk-based requirements that establish numerical limits on the amounts or concentrations of a particular 
radionuclide. compound or material that may be discharged to or present in the environment. Location
specific ARARs restrict specific activities occurring in particular locations. Action-specific ARARs 
restrict specific types of remedy activities or technologies. 

The most significant uncertainty at OU 3-13 sites is whether or not RCRA-hazardous materials are 
present at Soils Under Buildings sites. Other Surface Soils sites. the Buried Gas cylinders. and in the 
SFE-20 Hot Waste Tank contents and system; as well as in residuals produced while treating SRPA water 
and the SFE-20 tank contents. Media and materials from these sites will be characterized to facilitate 
material handling and disposal options. RCRA and IDAPA ARARs that will apply if these materials are 
determined to be hazardous are cited in the ARARs tables for the selected remedy for each group, with 
qualifying statements. and are discussed in the following sections. 

Investigation derived waste ( IDW) from OU 3-13 RD/RA activities and OU 3-14 investigations, 
including soil cuttings, well purge water, personnel protective equipment, decontamination water. and 
similar wastes generated during sampling and inspection/maintenance activities will be temporarily 
managed (not to exceed I year) in a staging area under the substantive portions oflDAPA 16.01.05.008 
40 CFR 264.544 Remediation Waste Staging Piles). By managing the wastes in this area, placement will 
not be triggered. If these wastes are treated in temporary units under IDAPA 16.01.05.008 ( 40 CFR 
264.553). they may be subject to LDRs. The final disposition of these wastes will be in the ICDF. 

This ROD recognizes that INTEC is an operating facility, it is possible that changes in physical 
configuration of INTEC may uncover new sites or change the residual risk posed by those sites addressed 
under this ROD. Any planned disturbance at a site for which action is required under this ROD 
(including ttie .. No Further Action" sites with institutional controls) will be preceded by appropriate 
planning documents to be submitted to and concurred on by the Agencies prior to implementation. 
~ewly discovered sites wil I be subject to remedial action pursuant .to the terms and conditions of the 
FFA/CO. 

12.2.1 Tank Farm Soils Interim Action: Alternative 3-lnstitutional Controls with Surface 
Water Control. 

Compliance with action-, chemical-, and location-specific ARARs for the selected remedy for the 
Tank Farm Soils Interim Action. Alternative 3. is summarized in Table 12-1. A discussion of the ARA Rs 
and TBCs is provided below. 

12.2.1.1 Action-Specific ARARs. Site security, inspections. and personnel training will be 
required during the interim action period. These requirements will be met by institutional and 
engineering controls. radiological safety measures. and health and safety plans implemented or planned 
for the site. 

State of Idaho Fugiti,·e Dust Emission Rules will apply to any activities that generate fugiti;ve dust. 
These rules require that reasonable precautions be taken to prevent the generation of fugitive dust from 
unprotected surfaces. as well as during acti\·e operations: Engineering controls will be implemented to 
·meet these ruks . 
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Stom1 Water Discharges during Construction Rules require control of contamination that 
discharges into ,vaters of the Cnited States. These rules will be met by administrative and engineering 
controls on construction activities. 

:--:ESHAPs for radionuclide emissions from DOE facilities applies to construction or other activities 
that may suspend radionuclides in fugitive dust. The radiation dose to the public produced by these 
activities,., ill be estimated and included in the annual IN EEL calculations and reports. If radionuclides 
associated with fugitive dust releases exceed acceptable standards. then the need for additional measures 
,viii be evaluated and implemented as appropriate. 

IDAPA Rules for Control of Air Pollution in Idaho apply because they also address releases or 
emissions of toxic and/or carcinogenic constituents to the atmosphere, ,,,."hich may occur during 
construction acth ities. Engineering and administrative controls would be used to maintain fugitive 
emissions below allo,,table le\'els. 

IDAPA RCRA rules for controlling run-on and run-off will be met through engineering and 
administrative controls. if Tank Farm soils are determined to be RCRA hazardous. Ground surfaces will 
be graded to reduce the potential for flooding during precipitation or snowmelt events. Building roof 
drains will be improt.ed to di\'ert potential run-on away from areas of suspected contamination. 

(fany hazardous waste contaminated soils or water are generated as part of the interim action. they 
will be temporarily managed according to the substantive requirements of I DAPA 16.0 I .05.008 ( 40 CFR 
264.553 [Temporary Units] and 40 CFR 264.554 (Remediation Waste Staging Piles]). Wastes treated in 
the Temporary Units my be subject to LDRs. 

Tank Farm soils that may be contaminated while grading and sealing the Tank Fann soils and 
constructing the surface water diversion system will be managed in tempoi:ary storage units or 
remediation waste staging piles and disposed in the fCDF as necessary. These soils will be required to 
meet the substantive requirements of IDAPA HW:'vtA rules. 

12.2.1.2 Chemical-Specific. :--:o chemical-specific ARA.Rs were identified for this alternative. 

12.2.1.3 Location-Specific. :--.:o location-specific ARARs were identified for this alternative. 

12.2.1.4 TBCs. DOE Orders 435.1 and 5400.5 pro,·ide guidance on radiological human health and 
t!nvironmental protection. on cleanup and management of residual radioactive material. and the release of 
property. Radiation exposures to the public. workers. and the environment will be kept as low as 
reasonably achie\'able ( ALA RA) as required by these orders. 

12.2.2 Soils Under Buildings and Structures Selected Remedy: Alternative 2-
lnstitutional Controls with Containment 

Compliance with action-. chemical-. and location-spt:c1tic ARA Rs for the selected remedy for the 
Soils under Buildings or Structures. Alternati\·e 2. is summarized in Tabk 12-2. A discussion of the 
.-\RARs and TBC,; is provided belo,,. 

Acth,n-Spcc11ic. S1te security. inspections. and per~onncl training\\ ill be required quring the 
11blltu1i,,n:1I c~mtrol pcnoJ ifrhe soils are capped in place. Thest.: rt.:quirements will be met by the 
111i.t1tut1~m.d :tl't! engineering controls. radiological safot,:, !llt.:asuri:-,. and healrh and safety plans 
1mplc:mcntcd or planncd for the site. Idaho Fugiti\ e Du:-.t Ruh::,, .ind Ruli:s for Control of Air Pollution. 
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~ESHAPs. storm water discharges during construction. and DOE Orders -BS. I and 5400.5 apply as 
previously described for Group l. 

If the building or structure is removed so that contaminated soils are exposed, they will either be 
capped with an engineered barrier or will be excavated as Group 3 soils and disposed in the ICDF. If the 
soils are capped with an engineered barrier, the substantive requirements of the hazardous waste landfill 
closure and post-closure regulations, including surveying and recordkeeping and DOE Orders -BS. I and 
5400.5 will apply. These requirements will be met by designing. constructing, and maintaining the cap so 
that the hazardous v,;aste landfill closure and post-closure performance standards are met. Groundwater 
monitoring will be required for soils that remain in place to detennine if soil contaminants are leached 
and transported to the perched water or the SRPA. 

If the exposed soils are excavated and disposed in the ICDF, the action-specific ARARs for the 
Other Surface Soils will apply. These ARARs will be met as described for the Other Surface Soils in 
Section 12.2.3. 

Excavated soils may be temporarily (not to exceed l year) managed within the AOC under the 
substantive requirements of lDAPA 16.01.05.008 (40 CFR 264.553 and 40 CFR 264.554). Soils or 
liquids treated in the Temporary L:nits may be subject to LDRs. 

12.2.2.1 Chemical-Specific. RCRA hazardous waste characteristics identification is required to 
facilitate handling and management of newly generated hazardous waste contaminated soils that will be 
shipped and disposed off-site. Soils that are only being consolidated within the WAG 3 AOC are not 
subject to RCRA hazardous waste characterization, but will be subject to Waste Acceptance Criteria 
evaluation if disposed in the ICDF . 

12.2.2.2 Location-Specific. No location-specific A.RARs were identified for this alternative. 

12.2.2.3 TBCs. Exposures to th.e public will be kept ALA RA as required by DOE Orders 435.1 and 
5400.5. Engineering and administrative controls used under DOE's ALARA program will reduce public 
exposures to allowable levels during barrier construction or soil excavation. The final site configuration 
will be designed. constructed. maintained, and monitored in the post-closure period to meet DOE Orders 
435.1 and 5400.5 performance objectives. 

12.2.3 Other Surface Soils Selected Remedy: Alternative 4A-Removal and On-Site 
Disposal 

Compliance with action-. chemical-. and location-specific ARARs for the selected remedy for 
Other Surface Soils. Alternative 4A, is summarized in Table 12-3. A discussion of the ARA.Rs and TBCs 
is pro\·ided below. ARA Rs discussed for this alternative relate both to excavation and disposal of the 
Other Surface Soils. and to the design. construction. operation. closure and post-closure of the ICDF. 
which is implemented under this altemati\·e. The Group 3 soils consist of release sites with lo\v-level 
radioacti,·e and mixed waste soils. Sites CPP-92. -98. and -99 are boxed mixed \vaste soils. Site CPP-97 
is a stockpile of mixed waste soils. 

12.2.3.1 Action-Specific. Action-specific .-\RA Rs for this alternative relate both to excavation and 
transportation l)f Other Surface Soils to the ICDF: and to the design. construction. operation. closure and 
post-closun: of the ICDF. Site security. inspections. and personnel training ,viii be required at the ICDF 
or for :-,oils that are capped in place. Tht!se requirements\\ ill be met by institutional and engineering 
controls. radiolo~ical salety measures. and health and :-.afct)- plans implemented or plannt!d for the site. 
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consohtlated III lhc ICDF. 

Applies lo cnhcr :;oib rnppcd in pl.t(.'c or 
wn~olidatetl in the I( ·1 >F. 

Appliei. IO either soils capped 111 place or 
w11sohdatcd in the ll 'DF. 
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Table 12·3. (conti1111cd). 

:\ hi:111.1IIH· Al<,\~ i: IIJtmu· • 

11>,\I':\ IC1 Ill 1JS IHIS HII ('Ht :!CH 1'21 

IIHI',\ I(, 111 ll'i IJOX HU CH{ .:?C,4 'JJJ 

11>-\I':\ 1,, 11111, llllX 1-111 ('Ht .?1,-1.CJ.'i) 

II l,\I':\ I h Ill 11.5 IHIX (.JII ( 'Ht 2114.1>7) 

II >WA Iii Ill 115JIOS (.JO ( 'l·K 264.9X) 

ll>AI':\ lh 111115.IIIIX (.JII ('l·I< 2114.11.J) 

II l:\I' :\ I h II I 11.'i.llOX (411 ( 'H{ 21l.J JO I ) 

11 l,\l't\ lh Ill 11.'i IIOX l-111 < 'H{ 21l.J.JOIJ(a) 
,llld th) 

lll:\I':\ I<, 111115.0IIX 
l-10 < I I{ 2h-l .\III( a)( I }(! II 'l!-1 ll 51 I 
11 l:\I' :\ I ho I 05.IIIIX 
j-10('1 I{ 2h-1 .. l,111(h)(1)(41(.'i)(h)j 

11>:\I',\ lh 01.0.'i.OOX l-111 < 'FR 2<1-I. IXt,1} 
.,11.l 1h1I 

11 l,\I' ,\ I h o I.O.'i.OIIX (411 < 'H{ :!h-1.JI(! I 

11>.\I',\ lt,OI O.'i.lllJX(.JO('l·R:!h.J.55.1) 

11>,\I':\ lh Ill 11.'i.OIIX (-10 l'f-1{ 2<,-1 .'i.'i41 

411 t 'H{ 7h I . 7 .'i( h )I I ll 21 

411 < ·J·I{ 7hl .711(a) ,llld (hi 

11>,\I':\ lh 01.0.'i.OOX (.JO CH{ :!h-1.192) 

111:\1' ,\ I c,.111 .05.00X (.JO Cl· R 26-1.60 I I 

11>.'\I':\ Ill.Ill 05.00X (.JO< 'l·R 2(,-1. 
"11hp,1r1 I) 

111,\I',\ lh 111.0.'i {IIJX HO l'l·H 2h-l, 
'-11hp.irl Ill>) 

• 

------------·----------·-- ,, __ - ____ ., 

<iruuml\\atcr pmtectmn i.tandarJ 

I la,anlou, wn,11tue111, 

l'mnl nr (llfllplram:e 

< ienernl grounJ\\aler mu111tonng n:qum:mcnti. 

l>c1ec111111 munrtonng program 

I )1:,pn:.al :111d dei:11111,uninatmn of cqmpmcnl. 
s1ruc1urc:,, and M>ib 

l.andtill Je:,ign ,me.I nperatmg rcqum:mcnts 

Sur\'eying anJ recurdkecping 

I .amllill closure re4uircme111:, 

I .anJlill p11s1-d11s11rc rcqu1rcmcn1s 

l.andlill localion swndards 

l.anJlill ac1ion lcal..age rate 

I cniporary units 

Apphcahh:, or Rclc\anl anJ 
Appmpna1c (R&A1. orTln · _ 
Applicable 

Apphcahle 

Apflhl·ahle 

Applicable 

Apphl·ahlc 

Apph~ahle 

Applicable 

Applicahle 

Apphcahle 

Applrcahlc 

Apphcahlc 

Applicahle 

Applicable 

l<cnll'lh.1111111 w.1slc ~1ag111g piles Applicable 

l't"B lanJlill design requircm~nh Applicable 

l'l"B con1a111cr and mm·eablc equipmelll Applicable 
Jecon1ammat111n requirements 

Design and installalil>n of new tank systems or Applicable 
components 

M 1:,cellaneous uni ls Cll\'1ronmcn1al 
perfonnancc standards 

I Jse and managc111e111 of nmtaincrs 

( ·u111ainllll"lli huild111g, 

Applicable 

Apphcahlc 

Applicable 

• 

Suh,1ant1ve pans of regula111nh \\ 111 he met 

Suhslanll\'e pans ofregul,1Uon, will he 111e1 

Suh:,tanl1\ c pa.n., of regulat,1111' \\ 111 he met 

Suh:.1an1t\·e pans ,,r rcgula111111s will he mc1 

Sulhta111ive pan:, of rcgula111111:, Y.111 he mcl 

All equipment Y.tll he Jcco111an11na1eJ heliire 
leaving the I( 'DF 

K'DF will he Jcs1gncd t11 mec1 111111111111111 
technology require1m:nb or el1u1valc111 

Suhstantive rcl11urcmenls will he 111e1 

Suhst:11111ve reqwrements 11111 he mer 

Suhstanl1\·c rcq111rcme111s \\ 111 he mcl 

Suhs1an11ve rcqum.:ments \\ 111 he mcl 

Suh:,lalllin: rcquiremenh \I 111 he llll'I 

Applies for so,b ur liquids thal arl· nwnagcd 1111-

sile 

Applies for soils thal arc exl·a1 atl'd and managcd 
011-:,1lc 

Apphcahle li,r l'CB-con1annna1ed so1k 
Suh,tant,vc req111remenls will he met 

Applicahle for P( 'B-rnn1amma1ed soils; 
Substan11vc rcqu1remc111s w1 II he met 

Applies 111 the SSST. 

Applies lo lhe SSST. 

Applte~ 10 the SSST. 

Apphc!> ll• the SSST. 

• 
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• Table 12-3. (c.:ontinUt.:d). 

Alll'rn.111\l· ARAlh L'll,1111111 ---·-··. . ---·- . 

11),\I':\ 1h01 t15!111Xt-W<TR2h-t 1052 
1h1<111gh l!lh2l 

lll:\I':\ lh OJ o:'i rn1x 1-tll ( 'l·R 2M.IOX2 
thn111gh lllXX) 

lll.-\l':\ lhOI O:i oox 1-to <TR 26-t.221) 

Ill:\!':\ lh Ol .11:'i.!l!IX HO ( 'FR 2ti-t.552J 

lll.-\l',\ lh 111.11:'i.llllh 
I .JO Cl· R 2h2 .. '-'I a 111 ll 
11>.-\I',\ 111.01 o~.om; Hll < 'H{ 2<1-1. 
S11hp;111 I l 

II>:\ I':\ I<, 111.0:'i.!lllS (411 ( Tl< 2l>-t. 
Suhp.1rt < il 

( ·1w111irnl-,111•cijk 

II >:\I':\ lh OIO:'i.11115 HO ( 'J·R 261.20 
1h11111gh 2-i, 

,c /.on11io11-.,11<·c·ijic 

It, l :s<. ,H1'>.:1 \,:q. 

.lh I ·1 R 1,~ 

2~ l 'S< · Joor 

/'fl('.\ 

l>OI· Oukr -t.,5.1 

DOI: Order :'i·I00.5 

• • 
-·--·-· ··----------

Applicable, or Rdcvant and 
l_)_c:,niptmn Appropriate (R&A), or TB<: .. ·-·-···. _. ______ C'111n111_1:!_!!_, __ _ 

Air em1,,io11, ,1andard, for c4uipme111 leaks Apphcahle Apphe, to the SSST. 

All' e1111,,ion ,1amlards for tanks, surfoct: Apphi:ahle 
1111poundmc111,. ;md con1a111ers 

Surface 11npound111cnl dc,1gn and opt:rating Applu.:ahk 
re4uircmcnts 

C'om:ct1vc ac111111 management unit, (CAMlJs) Applicable 

11.uarduus wash.: accumulation time Applicable 

Releases from solid waste managemem units Applicablt: 

( 'losurc and po,1-clo~ure Apphrnhle 

lla,ardou\ wastt: charac1cns1ics 1dc11111ication 

National Ard1eolog1cal and I hstoncal 
l'rc~er\'allon Act 

Native Amencan ( ira\'CS Protection and 
Repamation Act 

Rad_ioal'tivc waste managt:ment perfonnance 
objectives lo protect workers 

Exposures to the public will be kepi ALARA 

Apphcahle 

Applicable 

Applicable 

TH<' 

TBC 

Apphe, lo lhe SSST and e\aporal1011 p,111d. 

Applies lo the SSST and evaporation pond. 

Applie, to the evaporation pond. 

Apphe, to the SSST. 

Apphe, 111 do,urc and po,t-dosurc of I( ·1 >I· 
( ·umplcx. 

Appl IC\ to closure and post-do,u1c of I< 'J>F 
( 'omplcx. 

Applies to so1b recein:d frn111 nuh1dc the \\' :\( i 
3 AO(' 

Will be met during ~illng new 
excavations/construction in prc\'iou\ly 
und1:,.turbcd area:-. 

Will he met during s11111g new 
excarntions/construclion 111 previou:,.ly 
undisturbed areas 

Suhstantivc r<:!411iremcnls will be lllCI 111 

designing, constructing, and operating the I( 'l>F 
to protect workers 

Will be mt:t by admmistrative and t:ngincering 
controls during excavation of contaminated smb, 
and cons1mc11on and opcratwn ofthc ICDF; and 
by tht: capping sy,11:111 alicr closure. 
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Table 12-3. (cun111111cd). 

------------- -·-- ·--_ .. ,__ 
Apphcahh:, or Rdc\·ant anti 

---- . -- .. _ _!1~nJ!:l_ru_n _______ ..;A;.;.i.;.p"'Prc;.u""p.;;..:n""a""tc-=(l{&AJ, oLI!!!.: __ ·-- _ .. ·-- Commem, __ • 
c;n,i1p J -Othl'r S1,1rfar£_~11il,: ,~t£!"!"llli~ l'. 4A-:tC"Uf ffi.i~ra~i!.!.!!tl!!! .No!!·INl'eC' Soils and !)!!!!:h, 
-I 1'1iul1°\J11"1'i/fr 

111 \I',\ lh 11111" Ill I HII {"I I{ .:!hXJ 

II >,\I':\ I h II I ll'i II I I (-10 C'I R .:!C1X..J1JJ 

C 'h1•111iml-,p1•cijfr 

11 >Al':\ I h 111 115.11115 HO< 'I· R .:!61 l 

II >.\I'.-\ lt,<IJ ll'i our, HO< 'l·R 2<,.:! 11 I 

-Ill ( 11< 71,I :>lllaH "l 

-Ill I 'JI{ -:'t,I :>O(hl{.l) 

-HI I "1-1{ 7h I 50(hH 7J 

-Ill("! I{ 7hl 511(hllX) 

.Jo nR 7hl 511(dH.JJ 

/.111·11fit11I-\J11•t·iji1' 

:-..1111,· 

fHC\ 

Ill IJ < hd,·1 -l.l'i I 

I)( >I· < hier 5-l00.5 

• 

Ahc:rna11,·c: I.mil ,lr.,pu.,al rc!'<tr1,:11nni, 1n::u1me111 Appllc:ahlc 
,1amlarJ, fo, rn111a111111a1ed i,1111 

hlcnt11ka11n11 and 11:.tmg of h:1lurd11us v.astl! Appllcuhlc 

lla,arJou~ 11Ji,lc dc:1crn1111at11111 Appl11.:ahlc: 

I'< ·u disposal requm:llll'llh Applil'ahh: 

I'< 'B re1m:dia111111 wa,tc 

I'< ·11 rad1n.1,·111 e 11 .i,10.: 

l'orou, surfoo.:c::. 

I )1i,p11:.al re11u1re111cn1:. for I'( 'Bs 

Rad1n,KII\ l' "a:.lc 111;111agcmcnt performance 
nhJCl'tivc:. lo pn>ll'l't workers 

hposures 10 the puhlic will he kepi ALARA 

Applil·ahlc 

Applic:uhlc 

Applu.:ahlc 

Applic:ahlc 

'JB(' 

TB<: 

\\·111 he mc:1 for off\\',\< 1 .\ ''-"le:, hy treilllll~ 
remeJ1a1m11 ,,a,1c., linm 1111tMJe lhl· WAO .l 
AOC· In he di,pn,ed of Ill lhe I<. '[)Fu, rc4u1r1:il 

\\'111 he mel hy trc,11111g reme1lra111111 ,,u:.lc:-. frc1111 
11111-.1J.c the WAC i J ,\C It' dl\pnsed nf 111 1h1· 
ll 'I >Fa~ re4111rcd. 

Suhstmll11 e rc:4u1rcn11:111:. will he mel for s111b 
1we11·ed frn11111u1'1Jl· the OI I J-1.\ A< IC·. 

Will he met for off\\.' A< i J 111.ilcriab prior 111 
e.xcav.1111111 hy dtarncll·n,rng ,,aslcs fr11111 11111:.idc 
1heWA<i3/\()(' 

Applies 111 I'< 'B-c1111ta1111nated :.nil, ,md deh1 h. 

Applic:. lo l'C 'B·l·1111t,11111na1cd ,1111, and dch11:. 

Applies to I'< 'B-eo111a111111ated s111l, and dehn,. 

Applies 111 I'( 'B-1:1111tam111;1lc:d M11l, ,11111 ddins. 

Applies 111 I'( 'B-con1:1111111a1ed sm" m11I Jchn:. . 

Suh,1a1111, e re4uircmenh 11111 he me1 li,r 
cxL·,walmn. handling. and trnn,p111111f ofl~A< l( · 

r:id11111ud1Je rn111ami11a1ed :.01b lo !he I< 'l>I' 111 
protect workers 

Will be: lllC'I hy aJ1111111s1rati\'e and eng111eering 
co111rols Jur111g e.xca\'at1011 of contam111atcd s111b. 
and c:onsiru,111111 and 11pera1ion of the I< 'l>F; aml 

·-·-·- ·----- ______ ··-----------··-------- -~~~pping_~l_en_!_ali~r_ dosure. . _ ·-----·· 

• • 
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Compliance with ldaho Fugitive Dust Rules will require dust suppression during both earth
moving activities at the Other Surface Soils sites. and during lCDF construction. operations and closure . 
Compliance wi_th NESHAPs will require air modeling to ensure that no member of the public will receive 
greater than an effective dose equivalent (EDE) of 10 mrem/yr (40 CFR 61.92) at the INEEL boundary 
from all INEEL activities including earth-moving activities at the Other Surface Soils site. and from ICDF 
construction. operations. closure and post-closure. Regulatory notification levels will be partially based 
upon the results of the modeling. 

IDAPA Rules for Control of Air Pollution in fdaho apply because they also address releases or 
emissions of toxic and/or carcinogenic constituents to the atmosphere. \Vhich may occur during soil 
excavation. movement and consolidation. Engineering and administrative controls to be defined during 
remedial design will be used to maintain emissions below allowable levels. Storm Water Discharge 
During Construction Rules requiring control of contamination that discharges into waters of the L'nired 
States would be met by administrative and engineering controls on construction activities. to be defined 
during remedial design. 

The majority of soils excavated from WAG 3 for disposal at the ICDF will not be subject to 
Hazardous Waste Determination Requirements (IDAPA 16.01.05.006 [40 CFR 262.11 )). Land Disposal 
Restrictions (LDRs) (IDAPA 16.01.05.011 [40 CFR 2681), or Alternative LOR Treatment Standards for 
Contaminated Soil (IDAPA 16.01.05.011 (40 CFR 268.49]), since they will be placed directly in the 
ICDF because WAG 3 is considered one single AOC for purposes of disposal at the ICDF. However, any 
soils that may require treatment to meet the Waste Acceptance Criteria prior to placement in the ICDF are 
subject to LDRs. LDRs apply to contaminated soils at sites CPP-92, -97, -98, and -99. If wastes are 
received from areas outside the WAG 3 AOC for disposal at the [CDF, they will be required to meet the 
ICDF waste acceptance criteria and LDRs . 

The construction and operation of an ICDF supporting complex includes a facility waste storage. 
sizing staging. and treatment (SSST) facility in accordance with the substantive requirements of IDAPA 
16.01.05.008, Subparts r. J. X, and DD). Operations at the facility will include chemical/physical 
treatment to prepare ICDF wastes to meet applicable Waste Acceptance Criteria and RCRA land disposal 
restrictions. 

One or more remedial waste staging and storage areas will be utilized to stage and handle 
remediation waste. The storage area be operated in accordance with the substantive requirements of 
IDAPA 16.01.05.006.01 and 16.01.05.006.02 (40 CFR 262J4[a][l]). 

\1onitoring well construction and sampling wastes generated prior to construction of the [CDF and 
SSST (i.e .. purge water and drill cuttings) may be managed using temporary remediation waste staging 
piles and temporary treatment units in accordance \Vith the substantive requirements of IDAPA 
16.0(05.008 (40 CFR 264.553 and 40 CFR 264.554). Treatment will be accomplished using mobile 
tankage and physical/chemical treatment and will comply with the substantive requirements of 10.-\PA 
16.01.05.008 (40 CFR 264 Subpart J. BB. and CC). 

An evaporation pond will be constructed and designated as a corrective action management unit 
(CA\1C) in accordance with the substanti\'e requirements of IDAP:\ 16.01.05.008 (40 CFR 264.552 and 
-W CFR 264 Subpart Kand CC) for purpose of managing ICDF leachate. purge waters. and other aqueous 
wastes generated as a result of operating the ICDF complex. 

The ICDF Complex will he operated. closed. anti ro~t-closc:d in accordance\\ ith the substantive 
rc:qum:mc:nts of 1D . .\P:\ 16.01.05.00X (40 CFR 26~ Suhparts G. F. and\!). Site access restrictions and 
institutional ..:ontrofs \\ ill be maintained throughout th(' po~t-dl)-.urc: period. 

12-21 



,\n area \\lthm the INTEC fonce will be JesignateJ as the remeJ1at1on waste storage. treatment ;.1r<.:J 

for OC 3-13 remediation wastes. This area will be utilized under the substanti\'e requirements of lD.-\P..\ 
I <>.O 1.t).5.008 (-1-0 CFR 264.553 ). Temporary l:mts. and !D:\PA I <,.o 1.05.008 HO CFR 26-1-.55-0 
rcmcJ1..111on \\ash! stagmg piles. These n:gulat10ns apply spec1tically to rr.:med1at10n wastes. \\'.,1:,,tcs 
tr..:atcd \)r temporarily stored in TUs or m remediauon \\'aste stagmg p1ks are not subJect to LDRs as long 
J,; the} are managed \\'tthm the area of contam111at1on. 

Spcc1tk set:t1ons of RCRA Standards for O,, ners and Operators of Hazardous Waste TSDFs apply 
to ti~ IL'DF (Table 12-3 ). Substan!1\·e portions of general facility standards (IDAPA 16.01.05.008 
l-1-0 CFR 16..J Subpart BJ) mcludmg ID:\P:\ 16.01.05.008 [40 CTR 26-U-I- (Site Security)] will apply. :mJ 
\\ iii be met durmg the mstttutional control penoJ by mamta1nmg all required controls on entry including 
l~ncc,; anJ signs. 

Specific sections of IDAPA 16.01.05.008 [40 CFR 264 Subpart F ( Releases From Solid Waste 
;\hm:.tgcment l'mts)j cited m Table 12-3 apply to the ICDF. mcludmg groundwater protection standards. 
haz:.irdous constituents. point of compliance. general groundwater monitoring requirements. and ddectH>n 
mon11on11g program. These will be met by developing and 1mpkmenting a facility monitoring plan 
:o-pcc11ic for the ICDF during remedial design. 

Specific sections of IDAPA 16.01.05.008 [40 CFR 264 Subpart N (Landfills)] and IDAPA 
16.01.05.005 [40 CFR 261.75 (b}] cited m Table 12-3 apply to the design. construction, operation. closun: 
and post-dosure of the ICDF. Not all of these sections will apply if the ICDF is used exclusively for a 
CERCLA onslle acuon. m particular those containing exclus1vely administrative requirements. mduJmg 
record keepmg. All substantive requirements stated in the referenced sections will be met, and the 
methodology for compliance will be described in detail during remedial design for the ICDF. 

The equipment decontamination section of IDA.PA 16.01.05.008 [40 CFR 264 Subpart G (Closure 
Jnd Post-closure)] applies to closure and post-closure of the ICDF. Add1t1onally, Sections IDAPA 
I (1.01.05.008 [.JO CFR 264.31 O(a)( 1 )(2 )(3 )(4 )(5) and 40 CFR 264.31 O(b}( 1 )( 4)(5 )(6) from Subpart ;\;J 
apply to tinal closure of the landfill. The spec1fo; perfom1ance standards cited will be met. and the 
methodology for compliance will be described in detail during remedial design for the ICDF. The 
ID·\P:\ 16.01.05.008 [-l,O CFR 26 .. U09(a) and (b)j n:qu1remcnts for surveying and record kccpin~ al-;,, 
.ipply. :\II 'lubstant1\·e requirements stated in the rcforcm:cJ sc:ct1ons will bc met, and the methodulo::_!:: 
fur compltance will be described m detail dunng remedial Jcs1gn tor the ICDF. 

12.2.3.2 Chemical-Specific. RCR.·\ hazardous ,, a;;tc: ..:hara..:tc:nsucs identification is requiri.:d tn 
!'i1.:1lttutc handling and management of hazardous waste cuntammateJ soils. PCBs \vaste regulations \\'ill 
.1ppl;- to all PCB-contammated sods rece1vc:d from both \\ 11hm and outside of the WAG 3 AOC. The 
,ub,tantl\'I! requirements of the PCBs regulations will be: met Junng soil excavation and disposal. The: 
fl I )I· \\'III be designed and constructed to satisfy the PCB landfill requirements. Equipment used to 
handk• PCB-contaminated soils \\Ill bc decontammateJ It) s:.iusfy the substantn·e PCB equipment 
Jc~tHHamma11on requirements. . 

12.2.3.3 Location-Specific. Locau~rn-spcc,ti..: .-\R . .\R;; l~Jr thi::; altcrnat1\·c n:latc pnman ly t,> 11.;\\ 

1.•,ca, at 1011. construction. or operations actt\ 1t1t:s. in..:!uJm,:! th,i,.,c: rc:quircd for the ICDF. in prc,·1uu:--l:
~mdi:.1urbcJ areas .. \II of these :\R.-\Rs ,, Ill be met tlmH1,:!h the .;1t111g proccss for new facilities. The: 
.. l,b,:Jllll\ c rcqu1rcmc:nt;; of the RCR.-\ h)cauun ,t:.indarJs J 11 ) . .\P.\ I 6.01.05.008 (40 CFR _264. l 8(a I and 
1!,111 \\ 111 he 1111.'t .. .\r.:hcolog1cJl JnJ '.':au,c :\mc:ncan .:L,:turai rc:-.,,,urccs will be protected by pcrt'orm::'.,.: 
• itl ,IC!I\ 1t1cs 111 act:urJance ,, 1th the :--:auonal .-\r..:hc:oll)g1..:al anJ l !1:;1om.:al Presen·ation Act. and the 
'\,111\I.' Amcn..:Jn lira\·cs Prntc:Ctl()n anJ Rr.:patnatll)n .\(t. '.\,> ..:nJangered spec1c:s are known to hr.: 
prc,i:nt .1: :he 1m1p,1:-1.·J I< 'l)F Study .-\rc:a. 

• "'I ,, 

'----

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

1"11\? siting \?\ aluatwn study J1scusst:J in St:t:tlt>n l l t:\ aluated the proposl!d Study .-\rca for tl1L· 
I< ·p1: .1ga11ist th\? siting ~ntc:na lt)und at ID.-\P.\ 1<,.111.05 t)O~ 1-W CFR 26-U8). -W CFR -(,1.-5 thH I 1. 

i <Jc ·1·R <> l. -W CFR :!57.] 111 aJJ1t1011 tn othc:r l!ntt:na Thl' JCDF prnposl'd StuJy .-\rca \\·as Jt:tcrn11r1c:J 
to 111t:ct tht: ~ntena. 

12. 2. 3.4 TBCs. Exposure to the public will be kept ALA.RA as required by DOE Orders 435. I and 
5-ltJ!J.5 Junng l!X~a\·ation and disposal of the Other Surface Soils in the ICDF. The ICDF \\·ill bl! 
des1gm:d. constructed. operated. and closed to keep public exposures A.LARA and to meet DOE 
pcrfom1ancc objecti\·es. Engineering and administrative controls used under ALAR.-\ will mimm1ze 
pub! 1c e.xposures .to allowable levels during construction and operation of the ICDF. 

12.2.4 Perched Water Selected Remedy: Alternative 2-lnstitutional Controls with 
Aquifer Recharge Control 

Compliance with action-. chemical-. and location-specific ARARs for the selected remedy for thc 
Perched Water. Alternative 2. 1s summarized in Table 12-4. A discussion of the ARARs and TBCs 1s 
pronded below. 

12.2.4.1 Action Specific. Site security will be required during the institutional control period. 
These requirements will be met by institutional and engineering controls. radiological safety measures. 
and h\?alth :ind safety plans implemented or planned for the site .. 

Idaho Fug1t1\·e Dust Em1ss1on ruks. Rules for the Control of Air Pollution in Idaho. and NESH:\Ps 
\\Ould apply and \\ould be md using engmeenng and administrative controls for all new construction. 

If the Big Lost River is lined. or otherwise modified, the substantive requirements of Section 404 
of the Clean Water Act, Section IO of the Rivers and Harbors Act, the Idaho Stream Channel Protection 
.-\ct, and the Idaho Stream Channel alteration rules will be met as required. 

The Agencies ha\'e riot performed the analyses required under 40 CFR 230.10 and 11 to modify the: 
B 1g I .th! R1\·er channel. Pnor to any stream alteration. the Agencies will provide their evaluation to the 
puhlic through a Fact Sheet and Explanation of Significant Differences (ESD). 

:\ct1on-spec1tic requirements for discharges diverted from the Percolation Ponds will be met hy the 
sell!cted discharge alternative. Regulatory compliance will be described in the percolation pond 
replacement permit applications. If a penmt is not obtained by the required time, the CERCLA program 
will design. construct, and operate replacement percolation ponds until a permit is obtained. 

12. 2.4.2 Chemical-Specific. Perched water that 1s stored or treated is subject to a hazardous \\ a~ie 
dctc:rmmauon (IDAPA 16.01.05.006 [40 CFR 262.11 j). The annual limits for radionuclide effluent 
..:\llll.'.\."Jltrations are appfo.:abk if the 81g l..t):-t R1n:r 1s 1111..:d. Although perched ,vater releases tn the SRI'.-\ 
Ill.!) impact SRPA groundwater quality. compl1ancc with ID.-\PA ground,vater quality standan.J:; 111 thl· 

lkT~·hcJ mnc is not applicablc. J>cr~hd \\ atcr 1:; not a Jnnk111g watl!r sour.cc. :md no excess hum:111 hc .. ilth 
\)r cn,·ironml!ntal nsks will result from non-compliam:e wnh the Idaho ground,,·ater water quality 
~tandarJs. Compliance with groundwater quality standards will be addressed under the selected rc111l!J: 
ft)r th\? SRP.-\ J1sc:usscd in Section [2.2.5. 

12.2.4.3 Location Specific. \;o location-spc~1tic .·\R:\Rs are identified for Alterna;ive 2. 
I .l>Calllll1-:-pec1fic n:qu1rc111l'nts for discharge~ dm:rtcJ from the Pt:rcolation Ponds will be met by the 
'\.'kl''.l'd d1~char~e :lltcrna11,·L, Regulatory c1impl!:mcc \\ tll hi! dc,;crihed in the percolation pond 
··1.:p:,l1..'L'l111.':'.t [)l.'1'111:[ ,lj1J)ilC:a[IUll~. 

I , , ' ____ , 
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Table 12-4. { ·umpl,ant:~ \\ i1l~_!\R~B~ 1<!!:Sjr.~•I? i_ perched _Water Sclec1ed Remcd~. __ 
·-·' -- --

Apphc,1hh:. or Rclc\alll and 
~111111!~- ··-----. App[lli!nall' ll<&A I. ur l'IW 

< ;ro,111 -I 1',·rrh,·d Wu1!:'.!": ~\111:!•taJ!,~: ~ - ln~ih!liul_!_a_l ~'.!!11!r••h ~qui,rer .fu£h11rge Con Ir_!!!_ . 
. fc'tfo1Mp1•d/ir 

11>\11
.\ J1,11J 11'>1111:q-1ncFR::?M.I.J) 

.Jfl l I I< .! \fl 111 ,11111 11 

I ,,., 11111 l'< >1 il,·1 I I •No 

I \l',UII\ l' I l11kr 11 1/XS 

f{lll'I' .rlld IJ.11h111, Ari 

II I \I',\ .\7 II.\ ll'l 

II> \I'.-\ lhlll ll'.' IIIIS (.JO ( H{ ~64.114) 

111.\1 1
.\ 111111.01 h:ill. 11,01.1111151 

11>·\l'.-\ lh.!11111.:'iX:'i. Jc, OJ IJI :iXh 

11>:\I',\ J7.11.l.ll7.0JII 

• 

Sue .,ecunty Apphcahlc 

Suhs1ant1\ c rc4u1rcmc111~ of 40.J(h}( I) Applu:ahlc 
spec11ic.11mn~ of dispo~al s11es for 
dredged nr lill 111a1erial 

l'ro1ec111111 of wetlands Apphcahle 

Fluodpl,1111 mam1gcmen1 Apphl·ahlc 

St:l'l1011 IO 01'1h1: R1\'ers and harhors Apphcahlc 
acl of J Mardi I !!Ill) 

I Jahn \\.'ell ( ·011s1rnc11on Standards R& A 

l>1llpusal or deco111a111111a11on of 
e4111p111eru. s1ruc1ures, an_d soils 

Idaho F 11gi1 l\'C l>us1 1:nussions 

Rub for !he ( 'nnlrol of Air Pollu1ion 
m Idaho 

Nl·SIIAl'S for Radronuclrdes from 
l>OI: Fac1lr11es. l:111iss1on Monitoring 
and l:mrssron ( 'ompliance 

IJahn slrcam channd alteration rules 

• 

Applrcahle 

Applil·ahle 

Applrcahle 

Applrcahle 

Applicable 

-- - ---

Apphc., lo the 111'111u111111al e11111ruh, 

Appliell 1111fy 1f the Big l.11,1 R1rer l'11m111cl h 
111mh lied 

Apphe:-. only if !he Big Lust RrH·r chauncl r, 
111nil1 lied 

Applies only if tire Brg l.o:-.1 Krvcr charurel 1, 
mndrlied 

Applies llllly if'the Brg l.o~t RcH·r dranrrel ,., 
llllld1 lied 

,\pplrc, lo perd1cd \\ah:r 111nn11on11g 

Appl.ies In drilling, sampling. or lrcalml'III 
equipment that co111ac1s perched \\all..'r 

Wrll be 111e1 through ad1111111,1rat1\l' and 
engml.'enng l'ontrols during con~lnll'IH>11 

Will he Ille! through ad111111i~1ra1ive and 
l'ngineermg control,, during l.'on~tn1<:11on 

Will he llll.'I lhrough adrni1u~1rallH· and 
eng1111.."errng rnrrrrob durmg l'orr,1rul·l1011 

Applrcahle only if'thl.' Brg Los( River,~ 
dctem1ined 10 hl.' a continuou:-.ly flowrng 
waler body; rcleva111 and ,1ppropna1e If the 
Big LoM R1wr 1:-. detcrrnined lo he an 
intcrrniu .... 111 ml.'r 

• 
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• Table 12-4. (continued). 

:\hcrnaltn:·ARAR, cll,llton .. 

11>.\I':\ lh 111 O:'i OIIX HO ("f-1( 2ti4 5JJ) 

II >·\I',\ lh ll(ll'i IIIIS (40 Cl·R 264.554) 

( 'l,,•mirnl-\J'•'<"ific 

II >.-\I':\ lh 01.11.\00h (40( Tl< 262.11) 

111 ( ·1 I{ 211 ,\ppcnd1, B. I ahk• 2 

/. ,,, ·t11i 011- .\/it•t·ijh· 

\1111L' 1dc11t11°1l·d 

r/1(\ 

I u 11 ( >•,k1 4 \:'i. l 

I)( >I Otdl't :\400.:'i 

• • 
--------------------- ---···· --- ·---·-··- ·--- --·---.. ·---. -- -

Applicahk, or Rdcvant and 

---=-ll..:c.::.sl:..:·r-"1p"'1c:..il:..:>1.:..1 ------........:A..oPoPc.:r..:o"'p.:..:ric::a.:.:tc:..:· (,._,R.:..:&=A ). or ·q~~~--- --· -----(_'1_11_lll!)~_n1_,_ ····- ···--· ·
Temporary unils Applicable 

Rl'lllctha11011 ww,h: staging piles · Appl11:ahle 

I la1ardous waste deh.:nnination Applrcahle 

Annual 1111111s for radronudide effluent R&A 
CllnL·cntratmns 

Rad1oac:t ive \\ astc management 
performance ohjcl'tives lo protect 
workers 

Exposures to lhe puhlic will be kept 

Al.ARA··--·-·-------

TLH' 

TB<: 

Applies to temporary lankage or trea1me111 
lhat may be re4uired for purge or 
decontanunation waters 

Applies to dnll rnllmgs that may be 
generated during monitorrng well 
mstallatmn. 

App lie:-. lo perched \\ aler that h stored ,llld 
1rea1d. 

Only de.in liner material\\ 111 hl· used 1fthe 
Brg I .ost River rs hncd 

Substantive n:quiremenb will he met. 111 

designing, construction, and samplmg 
perched water wells. 

Will he met hy adn1111is1ra11vc and 
_________ £ngmecnng controls ... ---· . ·-·· ·- . ··--·· 



12.2.4.4 TBCs. DOE Orders -US. I and 5-rn0.5 provide guidance on radiological human health and 
environmental protection requirements. on cleanup and management of residual radioacti\·e material. and 
the release of property. Radiation exposures to the public. workers. and the environment \Viii be kept 
ALAR..\ as required by these orders. These perfom,ance objectives will be met through monitoring. and 
administrative and engineering controls to minimize exposures to contaminated perched \\'ater. 

12.2.5 Snake River Plain Aquifer Interim Action Selected Remedy: Alternative 28-
lnstitutional Controls with Monitoring and Contingent Remediation 

Compliance with action-. chemical-. and location-specific AR:.\Rs for the selected remedy for the 
Snake River Plain Aquifer Interim Action. Alternative 2, is summarized in Table 12-5. A discussion of 
the ARARs and TBCs is provided below. 

12.2.5.1 Action Specific. IDAPA Rules for Control of Air Pollution in Idaho apply to releases or 
emissions of toxic and;or carcinogenic constituents to the atmosphere. which may occur during soil 
excavation. movement and consolidation, or during groundv,:ater treatment system operation. 
Engineering and administrative controls would be used to maintain emissions from soils below allowable 
levels. Any groundwater treatment system would be designed and operated to meet emissions limits. 

State of Idaho Fugitive Dust Emission rules would apply to any activities generating fugitive dust. 
These rules require that all reasonable precautions be taken to prevent the generation of fugitive dust from 
unprotected surfaces. as well as during active operations. 

National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants for radionuclide emissions from DOE 
facilities applies to these activities because radionuclides may be suspended with fugitive dust during soil 
movement and consolidation. The radiation dose to the public will be estimated and included in the 
annual INEEL calculations and reports. lf radionuclides associated with fugitive dust releases exceed 
acceptable standards (IO mremiyr to the public), then the need for additional measures will be evaluated 
and implemented as appropriate. 

Stom1 Water Discharge During Construction Rules requiring control of contamination that 
discharges into \vaters of the Cnited States \Vould be met by administrative and engineering controls on 
construction activities. to be defined during remedial design. 

If contingent groundv,.-ater remediation is implemented. the treated groundwater \Vi II either be 
discharged to the intermittent Big Lost River with downstream recharge ofthe SRPA or placed in a 
percolation pond. Federal and state surface water discharge requirements and wastewater land application 
ARA Rs\\ ill apply. depending on which disposal altematin! is selected. The disposal alternative will be 
detem1ined during RD. 

Substantive portions of Treatment Standards for \1iscellaneous Cnits ( IDAPA 16.01.05.008 [ 40 
CFR :?64.60 I]} will likely apply to any system used to treat extracted SRPA water. if contingent 
remediation is implemented. Standards will be met by designing. constructing. operating and closing the 
system so as to prevent releases to soil. ground\\ ater. surface \\ ater or air that would result in ad\ erse 
l!rn~cts on human health and the en\'ironment. The remedial design report will identify specific measures 
10 control releases. The treatment s~stem \\ ill also need to addn:ss all COCs which are present in the 
ground\, ater. 
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Tablf? __ 12-5: .. -~:ompliancc with ARA Rs _for Group 5 Snake River Plain Aquifer Interim Action _Selected Remedy:. _____________ ··-· __ _ 

,\llcrna111 l' AR,\I{~ c11:11inn ·-· ···-- .. __ De\criptinn 

Apphcahlc, or 
Relevant and 

Appropnale ( R& A). 
or TB<" 

( ;rnup S Snukl· RiH·r __ l'laiu Aquifer: Allernalin 28 -ln~1i1u1io11al_ Control~ with l\,loniloring and ('onlin_genl Remedhtlion 

. ·I cti,111-.\ill'< ·i/ic 

11 >,\I',\ 17 t1 l.111J 1125 

II>.\(';\ 11,.01 OS OIJX (-JO Cl·R 264.114) 

11>,\I':\ lh.OI IJUX:i. lhlll.Ol.581, 

11 l.-\1' ,\ 1 h II I .II I h:ill. Jt,.O 101.(,51 

411 < I I{ hi •12. hi .•!.I 

10 < Tl{ .?11. ,\ppc11d1, ll. I ahli:.? 

40(")-I{ 122.2h 

11>.-\I':\ It, 01115.00X t40 ( 'FR .?1>4.hOI) 

11>.-\I':\ lh.01.07 .. lOO 

11>,\I'.-\ lh.OI.0.?.400 

11>:\l'A lh.01.02.401 

( 'l,c•mic11/-sp,·,·ijic 

ll>AI':\ ll>.01.05 006 (40 ('Fl{ 262.11) 

Idaho Wdl ( ·onslrlll:lmn Standards Applicable 

I )1spn!>al nr decon1am111a1inn of equipmclll, Apphcahlc 
slruclurcs, and soils 

Ruic~ for the ("ontrnl of Air l'ollution in Idaho Applicable 

Idaho l'ugi11vc Dusi l:n11ssion!> Apphcahlc 

Nl:SI IAl's for Radwnuclides from 1)01:: Fac11i11cs, Applicahlc 
h11iss1011 Monitoring and Emission Compliance 

Nl'l>l:S 

Annual l11ni1s for Effluent Concentrations 

Storm Water Discharges During ('onstruction 

Tn:atmenl Standards for Miscellaneous Units 

W,t!>te\\ater land application permit rcqum:ments 

Rules governing pu1111 :;ource discharge 

Point source wastewa1er 1rcatment requirements 

1 lazanfous waste de1cm1ina1ion 

Applu:ahle 

Applicahlc: 

Apphcahle 

applicable 

J\pplicahlc 

Applicable 

Applicable 

( ·ontllll'llh -·-- ~ -·····-··- - -- . 

Applte~ h> SRl'A nH1111111rutg. 

Applies to Jnlhng. s;unpling, and trc.11111cnl 
e4uipmcn1 that contact!> SRl'A gniundwatcr. 

Will be met hy 1rca1111c11t sys1en1. 

Will he mcl for con1an11na1ed dnll n1t1111gs 

Will he met us111g eng111eer111g ;111d 
adm111istrat1vc controls. 

Applies tf cont 111gcnt remediation is 

nnplemcnted and treated groundwater 1, 
discharged to the Big I .osl River 

Applies if treated water 1s d,~chargell. 

Substantive requirements will he met. 

Specific relJUlrements will be clarified and 
met III I 0% design. 

Applies 1ftrca1cd wash.: water 1s d1sd1argcd 
to a percolatmn pond; suhs1an11ve 
re4uirt:111cn1s will he met. 

Appltes to treated waste water 1s d1!>chargcd 
lo the Big Lost River. 

Applies iftrealed wastewater is di!>chargeJ to 
the B1g Lo!>I River. 

Applicahlc 10 groundwater thal will hi! slurcd 
lung lcrm or treated 
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Table 12-5. (continued). 

:\lh'lll,111\.: ,\J~\th Cllil!l.'!_~I 

llt\l'.\ lhlll 11 :!11111,1IHIICH{ 1-IIJ for: 

c 1111,, .ilph.i p.1r111:lc ill'II\ lly (mcludmg rad111111-2::?Ci, 
h11t l·,d11d111i,: r.i.don .111d 11ra111u111) 

< 11111h111l·d hl·la ph1111111 c:1111111:rs 

< ·11111h111l·il R.1d111111,:!:!t, and rmhum :?:?X 

:--110111111111- 1/II 

1111111111 

I .m ·111i1111- \/ll'('i/i<' 

J'IJ(\ 

I )t II ~-too ~ 

• 

-----........ ------- "-· 
Apphcahh:, ur 
Rcl,c\·ant and 

ApprupnJtc !R&AI. 
--- £kwnpuon ----··- - -- - - nr me' -

( in11m1h\ .itcr ()u.ihly Standard-. ( Primary drmkmg 
water :.tand.ird,J 

Ra1ho.1l·1n·c ,, a:,te 111anagcmc111 performance 
11h1ecti, e~ to protect ,,orkcrs 

E.,po~mes tu the puhlic will he kept Al.ARA 

--··· ··----------···· 

• 

,\pplm1hlc 

TBC' 

TB(" 

_!_"111111..!!!::111, 

1111, AR,\R \\Ill he nu.:t III lhl• re:.h>r:1111111 
111nclra111e (.:!tl<J51111 the SRl1A cuntanummt 
plume uutMde of the current INTI:(' :.ccunt} 
l\.'nce. Any rcch,1ri,:e tu the SRl'A will he 
h1111ted to c:1111cen1ra11on~ Ml that tlw, ARAR 
WIii he Ille( Ill 2111)5 

S11h:,1a1111ve 1el111ircrne11h will he 111..:1 to 
proterl \\ orker~. 

S11li:,1antl\c Al.ARA requircmcnh ,,111 he 
_ met to r1111cx1 the puhhr. ·-. 

• 
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OL' 3-13 RD;RA and OU 3-14 monitoring well construction and sampling wastes generated prior 
to the construction of the JCDF and SSST will be managed and treated with the WAG 3 AOC in 
remediation waste staging piles and temporary units in accordance with the substantive requirements of 
IDAPA 16.01.05.008 (40 CFR 264.553 and 40 CFR 264.554). Treatment will be accomplished using 
mobile tankage and physical/chemical treatment and will comply with the substantive requirements of 
IDAPA 16.01.05.008 (40 CFR 264 Subparts J, BB. and CC). The final disposition of these wastes will be 
in the ICDF. The anticipated \vastes include soil drill cuttings. monitoring well purge water. personnel 
protective equipment. and decontamination wastes. 

12.2.5.2 Chemical-Specific. The groundwater quality standards promulgated under IDAPA 
16.0 I. I 1.200(a) are applicable to the specific contaminants cited in Table 12-5. Computer modeling 
predicts that all of these contaminants will meet the groundwater quality standards by 2095. 

If the COCs action leyel(s) are exceeded in selected monitoring wells as described in 
Section I 1.1.5 within the SRPA contaminant plume outside the current I!\TEC security fence in the year 
2000. then contingent remediation will be implemented. 

Treated SRPA groundwater \viii be returned to the aquifer through land recharge in accordance 
with the Idaho Wastewater Land Application ARARs if a recharge impoundment is used, or in 
accordance with NPDES/SPDES ARA Rs if the treated effluent is discharged to the Big Lost River, which 
recharges the aquifer downstream of the INTEC facility. 

It is possible that the ICPP groundwater contains listed hazardous waste at detectable 
concentrations. If this is found to be the case, implementation of remedies under this ROD may be 
impacted as the groundwater will be determined to contain I isted hazardous waste. If so, the Agencies 
may elect to amend this ROD to include requirements to delist low concentrations of hazardous waste 
andior constituents contained in extracted groundwater and sediments. 

12.2.5.3 Location-specific. No location-specific ARARs are identified for the selected alternative. 

12.2.5.4 TBCs. DOE Orders 435.1 and 5400.5 provide guidance on radiological human health and 
environmental protection requirements, on cleanup and management of residual radioactive material, and 
the release of property. Radiation exposures to the public, workers, and the environment will be kept 
A LARA as required by these orders. These perfom1ance objectives will be met through monitoring. and 
administrative and engineering controls to minimize exposures to contaminated SRPA groundwater. 

The DOE Order 5400.5 requirement that the treatment technology be selected based on an 
ernluation of potential technologies will be met through treatability studies and a focused feasibility study 
for the groundwater treatment system. The most. cost-effecti\·e technology that meets ARA Rs will be 
selected. 

12.2.6 Buried Gas Cylinders Selected Remedy: Alternative 2-Removal, Treatment and 
Disposal 

Compliance with action-. chemical-. and location-specific ARARs for the selected remedy for the 
Buried Gas Cylinders. Alternati\·e 2. is summarized in Table 12-6. A discussion of the ARA.Rs and TBCs 
is provided below . 
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Apphl·abl,i:, or 1kb ;.1n1 and 

Appmpnatc.- !H&AJ, or 
__ . __ _!>L',cfl1llltln _____ ·- _ . .l!'L 

< ;rm111 1, Uuric.•d ( ia, ( ·~ lh1clL'n: Ahc.•r,1;11h c.• 2 -·Rt•11111nll, Trearnu,•111, and ni~m,al __ _ 

II>. \I'\ f 1, 11 f II I l1'it1. I c, II Lill .Ct:i I 

11>.\I'\ It.Ill Ill ,x:,, IC11ll.1115X<> 

,lit < I I{ I .' .' .:? II 

II l.\l' \ lh 111 11, OllX {411 < 'f-f{ 211-I. I f-l) 

-111 < IR 11111-1-111 

11>\I'\ lhlll fi'Otl:i(-lfl('j-f{.'(,1 . .:?01h1011gh.:?-I) 

11> \I'\ lh Ol.115110:\ l·W l 'l·f{ 2<,l.71a)( I), lh)(.:?)j 

lll-\f'.\ 11,.111 ll'illflli(-IIICl·f{ .:?6-l.17111hro11gh 
1 ··,,, 

11>.-\I':\ 16111.fl.'iOlf (-lll('l-f{ .:?hlil 

11>,\l'A ll10f.O:iJII I (-10('1-R 2M!.-l<J) 

fl >.W\ I h.0_1.0:i.OOX (-10 Cl· I{ 26-1.:i:i.l l 

11> . .\I':\ lh.Of.05.flflX (-10 ( 'FR 26-1 . .'i:i-l) 

• 

Idaho lug111n: du,1 i:1111,,1011' 

Ruh:~ for l'Olllrol of ,ur p11flu1111n 111 Idaho 

Srorm \\,Iler Jisd,argc~ 1hmng cons1ruc11011 

l>i,po,al or c.h:c11n1mmna11u11 ofc4111pmi:111, 
,tnu:turl',, anti ,oils 

l'to,c.•durl', for Pla11111ng and lmplt:mL'nlmg 
< llhni: Rc,pon,c Actmn, 

I la1ardo11s \\,1,ti: chilrac1<:ri,11c~ 
1tlc:1111 lirat1on· 

Rc,it!Ul''i of ha1arJ011, \\ as1c m c:mply 
cn111a111cr, 

11,c.· and Ma11;1gcmc:nt of(. 'ontainers 

I.and c.hspo,af rl',lni.:tion, 

Ahc:ma11vc- Ll>R treatm1:111 standards for 
co111aminatcd sml 

T1:111porary uruts 

Remediation waste stag111g pill's 

• 

Apphcahlc 

Apphcahll• 

Appl1cahlc-

Applicable 

Apphcahlc 

Apph,ahlc 

Apphcahk 

Apph,ahlc 

Applicahle 

Applicable! 

Applicable 

Applicahlc: 

\\'Ill hi: 111c1 c.lunng c.~l'a\'allun ,Ille.I 1h,p11.\al 
u,ing c.lu,t ~upprc.,~11111 

Will he met c.lu1111g 1rca1111cnt of 1a11f.. 
c11111cn1:. 

Will he 111c1 1hruugh cng1111:cr111g c.·11111rol, 
during C':l.l'a\at1un and c111hlntl'l1011 

,\pphcs 111 Clflltpn1en1 uwd lo ln:,it 01 h.111c.lfl· 
ha;arc.lou~ 111a1c:nt1b 111 the cyhnc.k" 

Apphc.·, only lo ofh1te c.l1:.p11~al of 1hc.· 
i.:yl111c.lc-r rnnh:nl, 

Apphc:, for ha1.ardous \\a~le rn111a1111n.ill·c.l 
~otb 1hat arl' l':l.l'il\'alcc.l and 11ianagcc.l on-~11l' 

Apph,ahlc lo c-111p1y rnmainl'r, and 
l'11111prc-~,ed ga~ cylinc.lcr~ 

Suh,1an11vc rc:4uirc111c:nl:, \\·111 he: 111c1 for 
ln:a1111i:111, ~•ur;1gc:, d1~po,af illld 
trnn~portalwn of R< 'RA ha1arc.lo11s cyhnc.lcr 
l'onlcnt:. or h,uardous waMe conta111111a11:d 
~lllb 

Apph" only 111 thc- lrc:a1111cn1 anc.J Ul!>JJO,al of 
hazardous \I a'1c- contaminatc:d soils 

Apphc:s only In lhc lrcalml'nl anc.l d1spo:,al of 
ha1ardous wa,1c con1ami1mtec.l soils 

Applies to lhc: ,loragc and lrcalmc-111 of 
ha1arc.Jous n:mc:d1a1um mi:c.lia 

Apphc!> lo lhc staging 11f ha;.mlou~ 
rc:111c:d1a11t111 ,01bidchn:, 

• 
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• Table 12-6. (L'ontinucd). 

.\hL·111.1ll\c :\R.-\1{, L"llat11111 
-··· ~--···-

11>·\l'.\ l(11ll ll'ilHIX(-lll('J-1{2h-lSuhpan XI 

11>\I'.\ ltilll 1i'illl1X1-W("J·l{::!<,4S11hp.u1J) 

11 l:\ I'.\ I It II I .ll'i IIIIX (40 { TR ::!M Suhpan 11111 

11 l ·\ I',\ I h II I O:'i OIIX I 40 ( 'I· R 2f>4 I OXO thrnugh 
IIIX.?) 

II l:\ I' . .\" I h 111 o:', IIIIX HO ( TR 2f>-U Ill) 

( 'h,·mirnl-,p,·cUi.-

11 >,\I',\ 111 or o;'i 011;; 1-10 < TR 2,,11 

I. 111·111i1111- ,,w,·Ui,· 

l'/l(\ 

• • 
·-·-- . -~·--·-- . -··-·- . 

Applil'ablc, or Rclcv,1111 and 
Appropriate (R&A). or 

__ Dcwn1211011 __ -·-·-------- ·-- THC 

Air cnu~~ion standard, for equipment leaks 

Air emb,ion standard~ for tanks, ~urfocc 
irnpound111c11ts, and contamcrs 

1.andlills 

ldc1.ll1 lication of I lalardous Waste 

Applicable 

Appl1cahlc 

Applicahh: 

Applu:ahlc 

Applirnhlc 

Applicable 

< ·,111m1c111' 

Applies to ha,ard,1u, \\iistc~ that arc ~torcd. 
treated or J1~pt1,L'U. 
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12.2.6.1 Action Specific. Idaho Fugitive Dust Emission regulations. and regulations for Storm • 
Water Discharges During Construction apply and substanti,·e pro\'isions will be met as described 
pre\iously. Substantive Portions of Rules for Control of Air Pollution in Idaho will be met by 
characterizing 1he lank contenls. and designing and using 1reatment systems that will not result in releases 
to the atmosphere exceeding allowable levels. 

Although the gases in the buried gas cylinders are not thought to be hazardous, if hazardous 
substances are discovered in the cylinders these will be removed from the cylinder and treated to meet 
hazardous waste trealment requirements. However. a hazardous waste residue remaining in an empty 
container is not subject to regulation under IDA PA 16.01.05.005 (40 CFR Parts 261) through IDA PA 
16.01.05.009 (40 CFR 265). or IDAPA 16.01.05.01 I (40 CFR Part 268). IDAPA 16.01.05.012 HO CFR 
270), or.JO CFR 124 (IDAPA 16.0 l.05.005 (40 CFR 26 l.7(a)( I))]. A container that has held a hazardous 
waste or substance that is a .compressed gas is considered empty \'v'hen the pressure in the container 
approaches atmospheric IDAPA 16.01.05.005 (40 CFR 26 l.7(b)(2)]. The requirements of IDAPA 
16.01.05.005 HO CFR 26 I. 7) will be met by determining that the internal pressure of the compressed gas 
cylinders is at atmospheric pressure. and therefore tenned empty. Hazardous waste residues in empty gas 
cylinders are nol considered hazardous waste and can be disposed accordingly. 

Hazardous waste treatmenl residuals resulting from treatment of the compressed gas cylinder 
contents. if necessary. will be coniainerized. The use and management of hazardous waste comainers will 
be applicable. The substantive requirements of these regula1ions will be met as specified. 

ff hazardous wastes are present in the compressed gas cylinders have leaked to the underlying soils, 
the LDRs will apply: The LDRs requirements for hazardous waste contaminated soils will be met by 
either a Contained in policy decision or by treating the contaminated soils to meet LDRs. 

The Agencies may elect to pursue a contingent remedy of capping in place pursuant to the 
substantive requirement of IDAPA 16.01.05.008 (40 CFR 264.310) if safety concerns with excavation 
and removal of the cylinders pre\'ent implementation of the selected remedy. 

The CERCLA Procedures for Planning and Implementing Offsite Response Actions under 
40 CFR 300.440 apply, and will be met for off-site shipment and disposal of any solid or hazardous 
wastes by shipping any hazardous wastes or hazardous waste treatment residuals derived from the 
cylinders to a RCRA Subtitle C pem1itted facility. pro\'ided !he waste is acceptable to the receiving 
facility's authorizing. state. 

12.2.6.2 Chemical Specific. If a hazardous waste is detem1ined to have been released to the soils. 
the soils will be subject to hazardous waste characteristics identitication in IDAPA 16.01.05.005 HO CFR 
:?61 ). Soils detem1ined to be hazardous will be disposed in the ICDF. Soils that are determined to be 
listed will be delisted using a no-longer contained in determination and disposed in the ICDF. 

12.2.6.3 Location Specific. '.\one identified. 

12.2.6A TBCs. Radioacti\'e waste management procedures will be used to protect workers 
1DOE Onkr-D5.I I and to keep e;o,.posun:s to the public .-\L:\R.-\ 1DOE Order 5400.5). 
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12.2. 7 SFE-20 Hot Waste Tank System Selected Remedy: Alternative 4-Removal, 
Treatment and Disposal 

Compliance with action-, chemical-. and location-specific ARARs for the selected remedy for the 
SFE-20 Hot Waste Tank System. Alternative 4. is summarized in Table 12-7. A discussion of the 
ARARs and TBCs is provided below. 

12.2.7.1 Action-Specific. fdaho fugitive dust emissions rules. Idaho rules for the control of air 
pollution. and :--:ESHAPs requirements will be met using institutional and engineering controls during 
excavation and disposal of either on-site of off-site actions 

The SFE-20 Hot Waste Tank System was previously closed and abandoned in 1976, and. therefore. 
was not used as a RCRA tank storage unit. As such, excavation and removal of the SFE-20 tank system 
is considered consolidation ofa land disposal unit. Excavated tank system components and underlying 
soils will be managed as remediation waste within the AOC. The liquid and sludge wastes will be 
removed and solidified/stabilized prior to disposal in the ICDF. Since the tank system components and 
other wastes occur within the WAG 3 AOC and are considered remediation waste, they can be disposed 
in the fCDF without triggering LDRs or MTRs. The wastes will be managed in remediation waste 
staging piles within the_ AOC prior to disposal at the JCDF. Any tank system components that are treated 
in the SSST will be subject to LDRs. Liquid wastes that are treated to meet the JCDF Waste Acceptance 
Criteria will also be subject to LDRs. 

Jfthe SFE-20 tank components and waste are determined to be hazardous and are removed, treated, 
and disposed off-site the CERCLA Procedures for Planning and Implementing Offsite Response Actions 
under 40 CFR 300.440 apply. The criteria specified for the off-site response actions will be met by 
shipping remediation wastes only to a permitted RCRA Subtitle C facility that prevents releases of 
hazardous waste, hazardous constituents or substances to groundwater, surface water, soil or air. The 
wastes will only be shipped if they meet, or can be treated to meet, the receiving facility's waste 
acceptance criteria. 

12.2.7.2 Chemical-Specific. Tank liquids. sludges. and underlying contaminated soils will be 
characterized to determine if hazardous constituents or characteristics are present. The results of the 
hazardous waste characterization will be used to facilitate proper management and disposal of these 
materials at either the ICDF or off-site. Asbestos regulations cited in Table 12-7 apply. and will be met 
by managing asbestos debris generated during demolition and removal of the tank vault. pump pit and 
associated structures in accordance with all substantive provisions of the regulations. 

12.2.7.3 Location-Specific. There are no location specific ARARs. 

12. 2. 7.4 TB Cs. DOE Orders 435. I and 5400.5 pro\"ide guidance on radiological human health and 
en\·ironmental protection requirements. on cleanup and management of residual radioactive material. and 
the release of property. Radiation exposures to the public. workers. and the environment will be kept 
:\LARA as required by these orders. These performance objecti\·es will be met through monitoring. and 
administrati\·e and engineering controls to minimize exposures. 

Specific EDE limits to the public defined in DOE Order 5400.5 will be met through monitoring. 
and administrati\ e and engineering controls as required during excavation and construction in 
1.'.0ntaminatt!d areas . 
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12.3 Cost Effectiveness 

Table 12-8 summarizes the comparison of costs of the OL' 3-13 remedial alternatives. In all cases. 
the alternative that most cost-effectively protects human health and the environment, and meets ARA Rs. 
\\as selected for implementation under this ROD. Each remedial action selected is cost effective in that 
the costs were determined to be proportional to the overall effecti\'eness of the remedy. The Agencies 
havt! detem1ined that each remedial action adequately protects human health and the environment and 
complies wilh ARARs. The comparison of cost-effectiveness between alternatives is described belov,: for 
each site grouping. 

12.3.1 Tank Farm Soils Interim Action (Group 1) 

Altemati\'e 3 ( the selected altemati\·e) is the most expensive, because it contains the largest amount 
of capital improvements to the site. It is the only alternative that \viii reduce contaminant transport to the 
SRPA and facilitate meeting water quality ARARs. 

12.3.2 Soils Under Buildings and Structures (Group 2) 

Alternative 2 (the selected alternative) is the most expensive altemath·e, because it includes both 
institutional controls and capital costs for containment. while Alternative I. the least expensive. includes 
no active remediation. Alternative 3 is a contingency remedy that will only be implemented in the event 
that contaminated soils are excavated during D&D of the buildings and structures. Alternative 2 is easily 
implemented, effective. and protective of human health and the environment. 

12.3.3 Other Surface Soils (Group 3) 

The costs for each alternative progressively increase from Alternative I (Existing Institutional 
Controls}. with the lowest overall cost. to Alternative 48 ( Excavation, Ex Situ Treatment, and Off-Site 

Table 12-8. Comparison of costsJ ofaltemativesh for WAG 3. 

Site:Grouping Alternative I Altemati\·e 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4A Alternative 48 

Tank Funn Soils Interim S3.4M SI 0.0.\1 Sl5.l'.\I 
Action 

Sor ls l,;nder Buildings and S6.4'.\1 $9.2:\l S8.JM ;\:\ !\;A 

Structures 

Other Surface Soils S6.8:,..·t S15.o:,..1 S37.5:,.,f $84.9\1 S244.o:\f 

Perched Water S7.3M $20.0:\l 5259.2.\1 ~A '.'::\ 

Snake River Plain Aquifer S 13.9.\I S14.S.\t 12Ai' S39.8\ll 2 BI S787.9.\1131 '.\A 
Interim Action 

Burh:d Gas Cylinders S6.4\1 $1.8:\1 SX.2:\.1 ~A '.'::\ 

SFE-20 Tank. S6.nl SI{ 7\f SX.5.\1 $4.6:\.1(4) ;\,\ 

J \II .:1'-I• .1rl.' •11 •11111,,,11, 1 \I l 111\l,1l1Jr, . ..:.1kulJ1<:J J, 11.:1 ;•r..:•.:111 , Jiu.:,, P\ 1 ·\ J1,.:nu111 rJt,• or' 5·• , . p.:r EP .\ gu1JJnci:. "J> u,.:J Ill 
,,d, IIIJII.' lh.: "'\ 
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Disposal), \vith the highest cost of the five alternatives evaluated. However. as the cost of each 
alternative increases from Alternative I through Alternative 48. so does the level of overall protection 
and long-term effectiveness. Alternati\'e I. while the least expensive. provides the lowest level of 
protection after the institutional control period is over. and is least effective in the long-term. Alternative 
48 provides the greatest level of protection and long-term effectiveness by removing the contaminated 
material from the site, treating it, and permanently disposing of it off-Site. Additionally, the toxicity, 
mobility and volume of the contaminate.d soils will be reduced by this alternative. Similarly. Alternative 
4A (Excavation and On-Site Disposal) provides a significant level of protection and effectiveness by · 
consolidating the contaminated soil in one location and containing it in an engineered and monitored 
facility. :'\/either the toxicity nor the volume of the contaminated soil is reduced by this alternative. 
however. Comparing Alternative 4A to 48 for all criteria but cost indicates that Alternative 4A is slightly 
more effective overall than Alternative 48. However, the additional effectiveness provided by 
Alternative 48 compared with its significant cost makes Alternative 4A the more reasonable alternative. 

' 

12.3.4 Perched Water (Group 4) 

Alternative 2 (the selected alternative) is more expensive than Alternative I, because aquifer 
recharge controls are included. Alternative 2 is much less expensive than Alternative 3. which would add 
perched water pumping and treatment but would not significantly improve protection of human health. 
Alternative 2 is the least expensive alternative considered that is protective of human health after 2095 
and meets ARARs. Environmental receptors are not exposed to the perched water. 

12.3.5 Snake River Plain Aquifer Interim Action {Group 5) 

Alternative 28 (the selected alternative) is more expensive than I and 2A, since it includes both the 
existing and additional controls defined for those alternatives, as well as contingent groundwater pumping 
and treatment to remove COCs. The treatment. system will need to address all COCs which are present in 
SRPA groundwater, but are not predicted to be above risk-based levels following institutional control. It 
is much less expensive than Alternative 3. which would incorporate much higher pumping rates. but with 
no significant increase in human health protection. Alternative 28 is the least expensive alternative 
considered that is predicted to meet MCLs after 2095 and meets all other ARARs. Environmental· 
receptors are not exposed to SRPA water. 

12.3.6 Buried Gas Cylinders (Group 6) 

Alternative 2 (the selected alternative) is the least expensive alternative considered, because all 
hazardous materials will be removed from the site and no long-term monitoring or institutional controls 
will be required. Alternative 2 is the least expensive alternative that is protective of human health and the 
environment and meets ARARs. 

12.3.7 SFE-20 Hot Waste Tanks System (Group 7) 

Alternative 4 (the selected alternative) is the.least expensive alternative considered. because all 
hazardous macerials will be removed from the site and no long-tem1 monitoring or institutional controls 
\\ill be required. ,\ltemati\e 4 is the most cost-effecti\·e alternative that is protective of human health and 
the environment and meets ARARs . 
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12.4 Utilization Of Permanent Solution And Alternative Treatment 
Technology To The Maximum Extent Practicable 

The selected remedies in this ROD represent the maximum extent to which permanent solutions 
and alternati\'e treatment technologies can be used in a practicable manner at OU 3-13. Of those 
alternati\'es that are protective of human health and the environment and comply with ARARs, the 
selected remedy provides the best balance of trade-offs in terms of the five balancing criteria. while also 
considering the statutOI)' preference for treatment as a principal element and considering State and 
community acceptance. 

The Tank Farm Soils Interim Action. Alternative 3, is not a permanent solution and does not use 
alternative treatment technologies. Because current information regarding the nature and extent of 
contamination at the Tank Farm is inadequate to support selection of a final remedy, a separate RUFS for 
the Tank Farm is underway. The Tank Farm is now referenced as a separate operable unit, Ol.i 3-14. The 
OU 3-1..J R[;FS will further investigate contamination at the Tank Farm and develop alternatives for a 
final remedy. Use of a permanent solution or alternative treatment technologies will be considered in the 
development of alternatives in the Tank Farm RliFS. 

The selected remedy for the Soils under Buildings and Structures, Alternative 2, is a permanent 
solution but does not use alternative treatment technologies. Since the contaminated soils will remain 
isolated onsite for up to 1,000 years. the selected remedy will result in a permanent solution for the 
release sites. The sites \Vill be covered \\.·ith natural earthen materials to isolate the contaminated soils and 
prevent exposure to humans or the environment. The barrier system will be designed to prevent future 
exposure for up to 1,000 years. which will allow natural radioactive decay to reduce contaminant 
concentrations over time to levels that are not a risk to human health or the environment. The barrier 
design will also minimize contaminant migration by inhibiting water infiltration. Long-tenn isolation 
will provide an effective permanent solution for these sites. Although treatment technologies exist for the 
nonradionuclide COCs, arsenic, mercury. and chromium, the primary COCs at these sites are 
radionuclides. Effective treatment technologies for radionuclides are currently unavailable. The 
treatment technologies evaluated were determined not to be practicable because they were ineffective. 
difficult to implement, or very costly. Therefore. the use of alternative treatment technologies also cannot 
be met except through natural radioactive decay over time. · 

The selected remedy for the Other Surface Soils. Alternati\'e 4:\. provides a permanent solution 
because the contaminated soils will be pern1anently removed and contained at the ICDF. Contaminated 
soils present at the release sites will be excavated to a minimum depth of IO feet below ground and 
disposed in an engineered facility designed for long-tem1 isolation and protection. Although treatment 
technologies exist for the nonradionuclide COCs. mercury. lead. and chromium. present at some of these 
~ites. the primary COCs at these sites are radionuclides. The treatment technologies evaluated were 
detem1ined not to be practicable because they were ineffective. difficult to implement. or very costly. 
Therefore. the use of alternative treatment technologies will not he: met. 

The selected remedy for the Perched Water. Altemati\·e 2. provides a permanent solution but does 
not use alternative treatment technologies. Alternative 2 is comprised of existing and additional 
institutional controls to restrict perched water use and impkmentation of initial phased remedies to 
control \\:tll!r inliltration and perched water rekases to the SRPA. The proposed initial phased remedies 
.ire permanent actions that control sources supplying water to the perched Lone. These actions are 
des,~ni.:d to reduce le.ichrng and transport of :-oil contaminant:-. to perched water, to reduce the \'olume of 
\\ mer Ill the perched .rone. and to minimiLe the potential for pen:heJ water rekases to the SRPA. The lo\\ 
~1eld ol'the pcn:hed ,one limits implementat1011 ofactJ\t: remt:d1auon. Tht: inability to implement al'.ll\~ 
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remediation because of perched zone characteristics eliminates the need for alternative treatment 
technologies. Therefore. this remedy will not meet the statutory requirement for alternative treatment 
technologies. 

The Snake River Plain Aquifer Interim Action, Alternative 28, is not a pennanent solution and 
does not use alternative treatment technologies unless active remediation is implemented. The SRPA 
action outside the current INTEC security fence is a final action. SRPA groundwater actions inside the 
current INTEC security fence. if needed. will be addressed in OU 3-14. If groundwater remediation is 
implemented, treatability studies \viii be implemented to evaluate and select appropriate treatment 
technologies. Alternative treatment technologies will be considered in the treatability studies. Active 
groundwater remediation would provide a pennanent solution by removing groundwater from the zone of 
maximum contamination. Because current infonnation regarding the nature and extent of contamination 
at the SRPA inside the current INTEC security fence is inadequate to support selection of a final remedy. 
a separate RI/FS that includes this portion of SRPA will be implemented. Further evaluation of the SRP A 
inside the current INTEC security fence will be deferred to OU 3-14. The OU 3-14 RI/FS will further 
investigate contamination in the SRPA inside the current INTEC security fence and develop alternatives 
for a final remedy. Use of a pennanent solution or alternative treatment technologies will be further 
considered in the development of alternatives in the OU 3-14 RI/FS. 

The selected remedy for the Buried Gas Cylinders. Alternative 2. provides a permanent solution 
and uses treatment technologies, where necessary, as the principal remedy. Alternative 2 consists of the 
excavation and permanent removal of the gas cylinders, treatment of the tank contents, if necessary, and 
recycling of the gas cylinders. Excavation will be conducted to minimize the potential for any gas 
releases to the environment. The gases in the cylinders will be vented to the atmosphere if they are 
benign or treated using a method suitable for a particular gas. The specific treatment methods will be 
selected during RD/RA. · 

The selected remedy for the SFE-20 Hot Waste Tank System, Alternative 4, provides a pennanent 
solution and uses treatment technologies. where necessary, as the principal remedy. Alternative 4 wilt 
permanently remove the tank and associated structures for disposal on-Site. The tank liquid will be 
removed and treated at the PEW Evaporator. The tank sludge will be removed and treated ex-situ using a 
suitable grout to solidify and stabilize the contaminants in the sludge. The sludge will be drummed and 
either disposed on-Site or off-Site at a suitable engineered disposal facility. Depending on waste 
characteristics. the remaining components of the tank system will be permanently excavated, removed, 
and disposed at either the ICDF or off-Site. depending on the ICDF waste acceptance criteria. 

12.5 Preference for Treatment as a Principal Element 

This ROD meets the statutory requirement to utilize pem1anent solutions and treatment 
technologies to the maximum extent practicable, given the nature and extent of contamination present at 
OL' 3-13. OU 3-13 COCs are primarily radionuclides. Treatment technologies exist to reduce 
radionuclide mobility. and the rnlumes of radionuclide-contaminated media. however no viable 
technology exists to reduce radionuclide toxicity. The Group I. 2. and 3 radiologically contaminated soils 
\\hich represent principal threat wastes will not be treated under this action. Natural radioactive decay is 
the only means by which to.xicity reduction occurs. Technologies to reduce mobility and volume (soil 
washing, groundwater pump and treat) of contaminated media were considered in this FS and utilized to 
the extent they\\ ere determined to he technically feasible and cost-effecfr·,e. 

Risks presented hy Soils under Buddings and Structures \\ere detem1ined to be most cost-
cfli:cti\ el::, addres:-ed through containment in situ. since the>" are presently under buildings and structures. 
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and are almost exclusively contaminated with radionuclides. Containment of radionuclides. either in situ 
or at an engineered facility, will effectively provide isolation from the environment. allowing for 
radioactive decay to continue while inhibiting exposures to human and ecological receptors. However. 
containment is not considered treatment. since no technologies to permanently reduce toxicity. mobility 
or volume are directly implemented. 

Treatment of radionuclide-contaminated soils at the Other Surface Soils sites to reduce volume 
prior to disposal \Vas not found to be cost-effective. Disposal at the proposed ICDF. without treatment. 
was determined to have equivalent long-term effectiveness. higher short-term effectiveness and lower 
cost. 

Groundwater pumping and treatment was selected as a contingent remedy to reduce mobility and 
volume of COCs in the SRPA. if action levels are exceeded before 2095. Both pumping and treatment 
aspects of this alternative \\·ould require treatability study evaluation prior to implementation. The 
treatment study will also need to address tritium and mercury that are present in SRPA groundwater. but 
are not predicted to exceed risk-based levels following institutional control. 

' Hazardous constituents in gases at the Buried Gas Cylinder sites will be treated by neutralization or 
other means 10 render them non-hazardous. Immobilization by grouting to reduce radionuclide mobility 
was selected for the SFE-20 tank contents only. These are regarded as relatively permanent treatment 
technologies. 

12.6 Five-Year Review 

The entire area of INTEC covered by this ROD will be included in a single periodic 5-year review: 
The CERCLA 5-year review process will ensure the protectiveness of the remedial actions taken under 
the ROD where contaminants remain at the sites that requires access controls or land use restrictions. 

'Five-year reviews will also ensure that any changes in the physical configuration of any INTEC facility or 
site where there is suspicion of a release of hazardous or radioactive substances (such as D&D) will be 
managed to achieve remediation goals established in the ROD. As part of the 5-year review process. the 
Agencies will periodically review the protectiveness of their decisions and adjust to updates in public 
protectiveness levels. 
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13. DOCUMENTATION OF SIGNIFICANT CHANGES 

CERCLA Section I 17(b) requires that an explanation of any significant changes from the preferred 
alternative originally presented in the Proposed Plan be provided in the ROD. A few changes have been 
made in the ROD that are different than presented in the Proposed Plan. · Although the changes may not 
be considered significant, they are inducted in this section of the ROD to accurately reflect changes since 
the Proposed Plan \.Vas issued. 

13.1 New Sites 

Four new sites have been identified in this ROD using the FF A/CO new site inclusion process. 
These sites are described below, as well as the OU 3-13 release site group each site has been placed in for 
remediation. 

13.1.1 CPP-96-Tank Farm Interstitial Soils 

Release site CPP-96 is a new Group I site that consolidates all of the previously defined Tank 
Farm Soils release sites and the intervening Tank Fann interstitial soils that occur within the boundaries 
of CPP-96 that were not previously identified as release sites. The previously defined Tank Fann Soils 
release sites included within Site CPP-96 include: CPP-15, -16, -20, -24, -25, -26, -27, -28. -30, -31, -32. -
33, -58, and -:-79. Site CPP-96 will be subject to the Group I Interim Action under this ROD. Site CPP-96 
will be further inve~tigated under OU 3-14 where a final remedy for this site will be selected. 

13.1.2 CPP-97-Tank Farm Soil Stockpiles 

This site includes two stockpiles of soil located in the northeast comer of INTEC. The stockpiles 
were generated during the high-level liquid waste Tank Farm upgrade project. Potential contaminants 
contained in the stockpiled soils include radionuclides and suspected PEW listed wastes. These soils will 
be remediated using the selected remedy for Other Surface Soils. The Tank Farm Soil Stockpiles are 
included in OU 3-13, Group 3. 

13.1.3 CPP-98-Tank Farm Shoring Boxes 

This site consists of 118 boxes of contaminated shoring material. The boxes contain wood and 
metal shoring material from the Tank Fann. These boxes will be remediated using the selected remedy 
for Other Surface Soils. The shoring boxes are included in OG 3-13. Group 3. 

13.1.4 CPP-99-Boxed Soils 

Consists of 59 boxes of soils staged near the CPP-92 \Vaste Storage Facility. These soils were 
generated during the Tank Farm upgrade project and the CPP-604 Egress Tunnel project. The boxed soils 
are similar to the boxed soils in site CPP-92. and\\ ill be remediated using the selected remedy for Other 
Surface Soils. The boxed soils are included in OC 3-13. Group}. 

13.2 Sites Included in Other Programs or Other OUs 

In the Proposed Plan. four sites (CPP-37. -38. -65. and -66) \\ere directed to other programs. One 
of those sites (CPP-371 has been :-.plit into two sub-sites <CPP-37a and -37b) that will be remediated under 
this ROD. 
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• Sill! CPP-Ji'a. a fom1er seepagi: pit recei\ 111g runoff from the Tank Fa1111 will be aJJr\!:-.,L'd 
under Group 3. Other Surface Soils. :\ prc.:sumpt1,·e remedy ot' excavate and J1spo:-e at till' 
ICDF \\Ill be 1mpkmenti:J. I l11s Site \\,b JtSL'USSL'U Ill the Propo~ed Plan as part of ··sltL'S Ill 
bi: nansfem!d to othl!r pn>grams. ·· 

• Sue CPP-37b (formerconstrucuon lanJtill mside the fence) will be addressed as a Group 3 
,;oils site. This site was discussed in the Proposl!d Plan as part of ··sites to be transferred tll 
other programs:· 

• Site CPP-66 Fly Ash Pit was discussed in th!! PrnpllseJ Plan .'.JS part of ··s1k·s [ll h.: 
tr~tn::,li:m!d to other programs:· This SHI! has been 1110\·l!d to oL: l 0-0-+ for t"urthL'r c\ aiuJ 11n;: 
of ecological nsk. 

• S1tes CPP-61. -81. and -82 prenously 1dl!nll tied as '"'.\o Further Action .. ( CPP-6 l l ,mJ ··:--:ll 
Action .. (CPP-81 and 82) s11es 111 th!! Proposed Plan. han! been dc:termme to require 
additional mfom1at1on to make a decision. These site are transferred to OU 3- l-+ for furthi:r 
c,·aluauon. 

• 

13.3 Other Changes 

The Agencies reviewed the site characterization data for Site CPP--4 I and decided that the 
,Ill! sh0uld be split into two sites that will be designated CPP--+ la and CPP--4 I b. The 
Agencies have decided m this ROD that Site CPP--Ha has insufficient data to make a .. :--;o 
Further Action" decision. Site CPP--+la will be included in this ROD as a Group 2 site. The 
Agencies have decided that the risks posed by Site CPP-41 b are less than 1 >< I 0-4 or an 
HI <I and that this site requires ··No Action". 

• The Proposed Plan indicated that ··No Action" or ··No Further Action·· be taken .'.lt 5 ! sites. 

• 

After further review of the ·so Action·· and ··No Further Action" decisions. the .-\genL'1es 
have decided m this ROD that 11 of these sites ha\·e insufficient data to support either .. :\11 

.-\ction" or "':,..;o Further Action.·· These l l sites will he managcd as follows: 

Sites CPP-16. -2-4. and -30 WIii be mc!udeJ within the new Group I - Tank Farm 
Interstitial Soils consolidat1on site CPP-96. 

Sites C'PP-4la. -60. -68. and -86 will be included \\·tthin Group 2 - Soils l.1nder 
Buildings or Structures. 

Site CPP-1!5 has bec:n closed in place a~ part lll°the WCF closure. The We T \\,1, 
closed under an appro\·eJ l J\\"\1.-\ L'h;un.· plan. The \\.'CF will be mcluJeJ with th,: 
Group 2 Soils l:nder ButlJmgs anJ Structures sites m the CERCLA 5-year rl.!\ IL"\\"· 

Sues C'PP-61. -S l. and -~2 \\ ill he transr"t:m:J to OU 3-14 for further evaluation. 

As pan of the Agencic:s re\'iew of the ··:-,;o .-\ct10n·· and ··No Further Action" site decisions . 
the :\ :.?enc1es have dee ided that 3-l of the rele;.isc s I tcs i;; \·al uatcd under OC 3-13 meet t hi: 
RA<); e~tabhshed under this RUD and ri:qwrc ··\;1) :\i:uon ... Ten Slll!S were pri;;nously 
desumated as ··:,,.;o .-\ctw:,·· site~ under thL' l·F.\ (."CJ. J'hc :\l.!cnc1cs ha\·e ;.ilso J~c1dL'J :i:.11 ~:··. - . -
1>1° the release snes ha Ye c--:1:,tm::_! ,1r putcnual ~·pntam1nant .~oun.:-:~ but Lill n,ll ha\l· an 

• 

• 

• 
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• 

• 

• 

• 

c,posurl.! route undl.!r CLIJTl.!nt slll.! i.:on<l1t1ons. f"hl.! .-\genc1es have designated thest: snt:s a:; 
··:,..;o further .\cllon ... 

The SRPA remedy will be 1mpki11entl.!d as an 1ntl.!nm action under Ou 3-13. The decision 
for the SRPA outsH.k the current I>iTEC security fence is a final action under this ROD. 
The final remedy for the SRPA ms1de the current INTEC security fence will be determined 
under OC 3- I -t 

f1tken kgacy· waste sod samples from pre\·ious 1:-:TEC site mn:stigallons will be pla.:l.!d 111 

the ICDF for pem1anent disposal. 

Site CPP-67 Percolauon Ponds 

The Proposed Plan discussed the need to close the existing percolation ponds to 
eliminate recharge to the perched water zones (Group 4). The Proposed Plan did ll\ll 

specify the locanon ofthi: replacement percolation ponds. The location of the 
ri:placement percolation ponds is selected under this ROD and is shown on 
Figure 11-5. A wastewater land application pemiit will be submitted for the 
repl~cement percolation ponds on or before 200 I. and the existing ponds will stop 
receiving water by December 31. 2003. If the new wastewater land apphc:rnon perm II 
(\\.'LAP) cannot be 111 place to suppm1 this date. then the ponds will be replaced under 
CERCL\ authonty. and the CERCLA ER program will finalize design and authorize 
construction. 

The Agencies have determined that lining the Big Lost River may be a necessary second step 
to reduce recharge to the perched water. Therefore, relocation of the river is no longer being 
considered. The Agencies will do additional environmental and cost analyses to determmc 1!" 
limng the Big Lost River is necessary. 

• Site CPP-48 ( French Dram South vt"CPP-6})) \\as pre,·inusly included in the Proposed Plan 
as a ··'.',!o Furtht:r :\cuon"" site based on the results of the RI/BRA .. However, under the 
( ·nc.-\. Snc CPP-4fi retained ~1 RCR:\ land disposal unit (LOU) dcsi_gnation. CnJcr the 
FF.-\ CO. units retammg an LDU designation will be remediated under CERCLA. As a 
result. Site CPP-48 will be remediated under the selected remedy for Group 3. This will 
simplify closure of this site. 

• The WCF has been closed untkr ~m appro\·cd I f\\"\J..\ closure plan and a post-closurt: 
monitoring and mamtenanct: plan 1s n.·qu1r\:d. In order tu reduct: the duplrcauon of cf1"1irt l"n:· 
momtoring and 111a1menam:e pf thl.! \\"CF. ma1ntam consistency with the publicly-not1c_cd 
\\'CF closure plan. and ackml\\ kdgt: the R( ·1c\ CERCLA parity policy these requircmc!ll:-
,,·df he addres:-.ed undt:r thi,; R( >Das .-\R.-\R:-. The \VCF will be included during the 

• 

l ·1:RCL\ 5-~ear rc\lC\\ s \\ nh the Group 2 Sor!:; l"nder Buildings and Structures sites and 
,,·di address the substanti\'e requirements of JD.-.\PA 16.01.05.008 ( 40 CFR 264.310). 
Additionally these requirt:ments \\ ill be incorporated into the post-ROD monitoring plan for 
Ol' 3-13. 

Through a prcl11111nar: C\alual!tm of all rek\:llll deL1~1nn .:ntena. the Agencies ha\·c 
dctcnrnncJ the Study .\re:.i f\i1· -.11111~ the l< 'l)f: to i1.: the CPP-67 Percolation Ponds and 
adp,:cnt .irc:1:- tn :he\\ l.',t a~ ,!,:p1.:tcd 111 Figt:rl.' ! 1-4 ba~t:d on tht: preliminary geutechn1~·;;: 
:n !; ,r;:1a t11.1n. II 1l\\ ~·\ ..::·. ::,c ,p.:.: :r"i..: IC I.) r t:l.'l! hi.:Jtl\Hl:'i \\ ill be dctcrmint:J through thc 
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LOmpletion of a L0111prehens1w geotechn1cal C\"aluat10n of the entire Stu,dy .-\rea. \\ i11d1 ,h:i! ! 
be rc\"11!\\"cd and appro\·ed by the Agencies. 

• OU 3-13 RD. RA. and OL' 3-1-+ momtormg well construction anJ sampling wastcs gener.n1.·l: 
pnor to the construction of the ICDF :111d SSST \\ ill be tcrnporanly (not to exceed I ye;.iri 
managed and treated w1th111 the \\"_.\(j J .-\OC 111 remed1;.it1on waste staging piles anJ 
temporary umts 111 acclm.bm.:e wuh the substant1n.~ rcqum.:mcnts of IDAPA 16.01.05.00S 
t4CJ CFR 26-U53 and -W (TR 264.554). Treatment will be accomplished using mobile 
tankage and ph_ysical ·chemical treatment and \\·ill comply \Vith the substantive requirements 
of ID.-\PA 16.0 l.05.00S HO CFR 264 Subparts J, BB, and CC). The final dispos1t1on of 
these wastes will be m the ICDF. The anticipated wastes include soil drill cuttings. 
momtormg well purge water. personnel protecti\·e equ1pml!nt. and decontamination wast.:s. 

• This ROD recognizes that the l:'\TEC facility 1s an operating facility. As such, penoJ1c 
maintenance and upgrade act1nties wlll be conducted dunng the 1mplementat1on of thi: 
n:medial acuons undl!r this ROD. Prior to conductmg any site disturbance activities. th1.· 
Agencies will be notified of the extent of any disturbance and provided a plan for agl!ncy 
appro\'al that includes the necessary corrective actions that will be perfonned to ensure that 
the remedies identified in this ROD remain operational and functional. A formal system for 
nottlication and approval of disturbances to OU 3-13 sites \Viii be developed during remedial 
design. 

• 
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14. RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY 

In accordance with CERCLA Sections I l 3(k)(2)(8)( I-Y) and 117. a series of opportunities were 
made available for public information and participation throughout the OL' 3-13 investigation and 
decision process. The Proposed Plan. describing the Agencies preferred remedies for Ol.i 3-13 was 
released for public review and comment on October 18, 1998. Public review of the Proposed Plan took 
place bet\1,·een October 23 and December 22. 1998, which included an automatic 30-day extended 
comment period. An additional 30-day extension. until February 12. 1999, was requested and granted. 
Public meetings were also held in Idaho Falls, Twin Falls, Boise. and \1oscow, Idaho on ~ovember 16, 
17, 18. and 19, 1998. Written comment forms were available in the Proposed Plan and at the public 
meetings. A court reporter was also present at the public meetings to record transcripts of the discussions 
and public comments. The Responsiveness Summary was prepared by the Agencies to provide responses 
to both written and verbal comments received during the public comment period and at the formal 
comment session of the meetings. The Responsiveness Summary is included as Appendix A to this ROD . 
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WINCO, 1992e Track I Decision Documentation Package Waste Area Group 3 Operable Unit 2 Site 
CPP-41 Fire Training Pits Between CPP-602 and CPP-603, Westinghouse Idaho Nuclear Company, 
Inc., Revision I . 

WINCO. I 992f, Track I Decision Documentation Package Waste Area Group 3, Operable Unit 2, CPP-
60 Paint Shop at Present Location ofCPP-645, Westinghouse Idaho Nuclear Company, Inc., 
Revision I. 

WINCO. 1992g. Track I Decision Documentation Package Waste Area Group 3, Operable Unit 2, Site 
CPP-53 Paint and Paint Solvent Area South of CPP-697, Westinghouse Idaho Nuclear Company, 
Inc., Revision I. 

WINCO. 1992h. Track I Decision Documentation Package Waste Area Group 3, Operable Unit 2, Site 
CPP-54 Drum Storage Area West of CPP-660, Westinghouse Idaho Nuclear Company. Inc., 
Revision I. 

WINCO. I 992i. Track I Decision Documentation Package Waste Area Group 3, Operable Cnit 2, Site 
CPP-57 Sulfuric Acid Spill East ofCPP-606. Westinghouse Idaho Nuclear Company, Inc .. 
Revision I. 

WI:\CO. I 992j. Track I Decision Documentation Package Waste Area Group 3, Operable Unit 2. Site 
· CPP-59 Kerosene Tank O\·ertlow West of CPP-633. \Vestinghouse Idaho Nuclear Company, Inc .. 

Re\ ision 0. 

Wl'.\CO. 199:!j. Track I Decision D0curi1e11tation Packages Operable t..:nit 3-0 I. CPP-49. CPP-50. CPP-
51. and CPP-61. Westinghouse Idaho '.\uclear Company. Inc .. Revision 0 . 
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Wt:-.:co. 199:?k. Track I Decisio11 Docume11tario11 Package H'asre Area Group 3, Operable {./nit:!. Sire • 

CPP-62 .\/1:!rcury Conrami11ario11 Area m.:ar CPP TB-./. Westinghouse Idaho :'\uclear Company, 
Inc .. Revision 0. 

Wl:-.:CO. 199:!I. Track I Decision Documentarion Package Was re Area Group 3. Operable L'nit :!. Site 
CPP-6-1 Hexone Spill West ofCPP-lj60, Westinghouse Idaho :--:uclear Company, Inc .. Revision I 

\V(:,.;co. 199::?m. Track I Decision Docume11ratio11 Package Wasre Area Group 3. Operable Cnir 12. Site 
CPP-8:! Aba11clo11ed Lbw /.5 in. PLA 776 Wesr ofBeec/1 Street. Document No. 529~. Westinghouse 
Idaho :-.:uclear Company. Inc .. Re\·ision I. 

WI:,.;co. 1993 c. Final Track:! Summary Reporrjor Operable l./nir 3-08 t Tank Farm Area 1/J Sites CPPc 
13. CPP-15. CPP-29. CPP-2 7, CPP-35. and CPP-36. Westinghouse Idaho Nuclear Company. Inc .. 
Re\'ision 3 

Wl~CO. 1993a. Track:! Summary R<!porrfor Operable Unit 3-07 (Tank Farm Area I) Sites CPP-16. 
CPP-W. CPP-:!4. CPP-:!5. CPP-30. and CPP-32W. Westinghouse Idaho ~uclear Company, Inc .. 
Re\'1sion :?. 

WINCO. 1993b. Track I Decision Documemation Package Waste Area Group 3 Operable Unit 4 Sire 
CPP-38, Transite 011 CPP-60/l602!603!60./!605!606,640!644/648. Westinghouse Idaho :--.:uclear 
Company, Inc., Document Number 5303. Revision I, June. 

WINCO, l 993c Track I Investigation Of CPP-66. JCPP CFSGF Ash Pit - No Further Action 
Determination. Westinghouse Idaho Nuclear Company. Inc., Document Number 5688 September 
http:·;ar,jnel.1:ov.ariowa/~etimage J'!F _D0C~5688&F REV=OO&F PAGE=2 

WI~CO. 1993d. Track I Decision Docume11rario11 Package Waste Area Group 3. Operable Unir 6. Site 
CPP-./0 lime Pit at rht' Base <~(CPP-60/ Berm and French Drain, \Vestinghouse Idaho ~uclear 
Company. Inc .• Revision I. 

Wl~CO. I 993e. Track 2 Summary Report.for Operable Cnit 3-/ I rCPP-6:! I Area Spills) Sires CPP-./5. 
CPP-58£. and CPP-58W. Westinghouse Idaho Nuclear Company. Inc .. Revision 2. 

\VINCO. J 993f. Track I Decision Doc11me11ratio11 Package Waste Area Group 3. Operable Unit 2. Sire. 
CPP-63 Hexone Spill by CPP-7 IO. Westinghouse Idaho 1",;uclear Company. Inc .. Revision 2. 

\Vl~CO. 1993g. Track I Decision Doc11111e111,uw11 Package Waste Area Group 3. Operable Unit 2 Sire 
CPP-68 .-l.bc111do11ec/ Gasoline Tank CPP-l'£S-L'Tl-n5:!. Westinghouse Idaho 'Suclear Company. 
Inc .• Revision 2. 

\\'l'\CO. 1993h. Track I Decision Doc11111e11wrio11 Package Wasrc Arca Group 3 Opaable Unit./ Sire 
CPP-38. Transite on CPP-601,602:603.60·.U,05 606 640.644 648. Westinghouse Idaho Suclear 
Company. Inc .. Document ~umber 5303. Re\ ision I. June. 

\\'J:--.;CQ. I 993i. F111al Track.: S1111111w1:r Rc!port /<Jr Operah/e Cnit 3-08 rTa11k Farm Arca//;, 
Westinghouse Idaho '.:\uclear Company. Inc .. Re\ is1011 3. July. 
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WINCO. I 993j, Track 2 Summary Report Waste Area Group 3. Operable Unit 3-05, Old Sewage 
Treatmem Plan lt'est of CPP-664. Westinghouse Idaho \;uclear Company, Inc .. Document Number 
5606, Revision 2, April. 

Wl~CO. 1993k, Track I Decision D0cume11tatio11 Package Waste Area Group 3. Operable U11i1 2, Site 
CPP-2 / Solid Waste Storage Bin Sowh ~lCPP-60 I. Westinghouse Idaho Nuclear Company, Inc., 
Revision 2. 

WINCO, l 994a, Track 2 Preliminary ScopingSummary Report Operable Unit 3-02. CPP-23 Injection 
Well, CPP-37 Gravel Pits No. I and 2. and CPP-59 Kerosene Tank Overflow East ofCPP-633, 
Westinghouse Idaho Nuclear Company, Inc .• Revision 2, August. 

WfNCO, 1994b, Track I Decision Documentation Package Waste Area Group 3, Operable Unit I 2, Site 
CPP-8! Abandoned CPP-637/CPP-620 VOG Line, Westinghouse Idaho Nuclear Company, Inc .. 
Document No. 5735, Revision 2. 

WI NCO, 1994c, Track 2 Preliminary Scoping Package, CPP-23 Injection Well. Operable Unit 3-02. 
Westinghouse Idaho Nuclear Company, Inc., July . 
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OVERVIEW 

The Idaho Nuclear Technology and Engineering Center (l;-.;TEC). fom1erly known as the (daho Chemical 
Processing Plant (ICPP). constitutes the Waste Area Group (WAG) 3, Operable l.Jnit (OC) 3-13. at the 
Idaho National Engineering and Environmental Laboratory {INEEL). There have been 99 releases or 
potential release sites (95 discussed in the Proposed Plan) and l 5 Olis identified at INTEC. Operable 
l.Jnit 3-13 is the latest investigation completed and represents the l:'JTEC comprehensive remedial 
investigation/feasibility study (RLFS). including the 18 sites not previously assessed. Selected remedies 
were chosen for the 99 sires contained in this Record of Decision (ROD) 

Forty of these sites were determined in the comprehensive RI/FS to have contamination that poses a 
potential risk to human health and the environment and that requires remedial action to reduce or 
eliminate those risks. During the RI/FS and Proposed Plan, these 40 contaminated sites were grouped 
into the following seven remedial action groups: (Tank Farm Soils [Group I], Soils Under Buildings and 
Structures [Group 2], Other Surface Soils [Group 3], Perched Water [Group 4], Snake River Plain Aquifer 
[Group SJ, Buried Gas Cylinders [Group 6]. and SFE-20 Tank System (Group 7]). This grouping was 
done on a media or geographical location basis. Additionally, four sites have recently been added to 
WAG 3 that are similar to other WAG 3 sites within the remedial 1ction groups requiring remediation. 
These sites have been added to the appropriate remedial action group (Site CPP-96 has been added to 
Group I and Sites CPP-97. -98. and -99 have been added to Group 3) and will be remediated using the 
same remedial action alternatives. For these seven remedial action groups, remedial action alternatives 
were evaluated, and preferred alternatives were selected. Also, there are two sites (CPP-38 and CPP-65) 
that will be remediated or closed under other regulatory programs and one site (CPP-66) that has been 
transferred to WAG IO for further evaluation. One site (CPP-48), a proposed .. No Action" site, has been 
determined to require additional action and will be part of Group 3. [n addition to the 46 sites in the 
remedial action groups, two other sites requiring a remedial action, and one-transferred site, 50 sites were 
detennined to pose an acceptable risk to human health and the environment and were identified by the 
Agencies as "No Action" and "No Further Action" sites. 

A Proposed Plan that summarized the results of the RI/FS and presented the preferred remedial 
alternatives was released by the Agencies for public review on October 16, 1998. The initial Public 
review of this document took place bet,veen October 23. 1998. and December 22. 1998. which included 
an automatic 30-day extension to the comment period. Comments were received from IO of the 55 
pt!ople who attended the formal portions of the 4 public meetings. Written comments were received from 
19 persons or groups. An additional 30-day review period (to February 12, 1999) was requested and used 
by 5 persons or groups to submit written comments. Public meetings were held in Idaho Falls, Twin 
Falls. Boise. and :'vtoscow, fdaho on November 16. 17. 18. and 19. 1998, respectively. 

This Responsiveness Summary responds to both written and verbal comments received during the 
comment period and meetings. Generally. support for the selected alternatives for each remedial action 
group was mixed . 
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BACKGROUND ON COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT 

In accordance with the Comprehensive Environmental Response. Compensation, and Liability Act 
(CERCLA). Section I 13(k)(2)(B)(I-V) and 117. a series of opportunities were available for public 
in formation and participation in the remedial investigation and decision process for OU 3-13, WAG 3 of 
l~TEC (ICPP). from 1991 to present. For the public, the activities included receiving fact sheets that 
briefly di:;cussed the status of the investigations to date, /,V££l Reporter articles and updates. a Proposed 
Plan, and focus group interaction, along with teleconference calls. briefings. presentations. and public 
meetings. 

• 
During the week of October 18. 1998. the U.S. Department of Energy, Idaho Operations Office (DOE-ID) 
issued a news release to more than 100 media contacts concerning the beginning of the a 30-day public 
comment period pertaining to the WAG 3 OU 3-13 Proposed Plan. This period began on October 23. 
1998; however, the comment period \Vas automatically extended by the Agencies an additional 30 days in 
anticipation of large public interest. During the extended comment period. a request to extend the 
comment period was received. As a result. the extended comment period ended on February 12, 1999. 
Additionally, two "update fact sheets" were distributed to approximately 700 citizens on the INEEL 
Community Relations Plan mailing list. The first .. update fact sheet" was distrib.uted in November 1997 
and the second was mailed out in September 1998. The purpose of the documents was to keep citizens 
appraised of the development during the RI/FS and to include a schedule of the investigation and 
announce the approximate dates that the public meetings would take place. These fact sheets also offered 
technical briefings to those interested in the WAG 3 investigation. The news releases gave notice to the 
public that WAG 3 INTEC (ICPP) supportive documents were available in the Administrative Record 
section of the !NEEL Information Repositories located in the INEEL Technical Library in Idaho Falls. 
Albertson Library on the campus of Boise State University, and the University of Idaho Library in • 
Moscow. Copies of the Proposed Plan were mailed to about 700 members of the public on the INEEL 
Community Relations Plan mailing list for review and comment. In addition, public meetings were held · 
at Idaho Falls, Twin Falls, Boise, and Moscow. Idaho. on November 16, I 7. 18. and 19. I 998, 
respectively. \Vritten comment fonns were available at the meetings, and a court reporter was present at 
each meeting to record transcripts of the discussions and public comments. A total of 34 citizens 
provided formal comments: of these. IO provided verbal comments and 24 provided written comments. 

This Responsiveness Summary has been prepared as part of the ROD. All formal verbal comments. as 
gi\'en at the public meetings, and all written comments, as submitted are included in the Administrative 
Record for the ROD. Those comments are annotated to indicate which response in this Responsiveness 
Summary addresses each comment. The ROD presents the selected alternative for each remedial action 
group along with the decisions on the "~o Action" and .. ~o Further Action" for the remaining sites. The 
preferred alternatives. in the Proposed Plan. were selected in accordance\\. ith CERCLA. as amended by 
the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act. and to the extent practicable. the :--.:ational Oil and 
Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (the National Contingency Plan [NCP]). The 
decisions presented in the ROD a.re based on the information contained in the Administrativ~ Record. 
Additionally. the Administrati, e Record is a, ailable on the Internet at http:. ar.inel.go,· home.html. 
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SUMMARY 

Comments and questions raised during the public comment period on the Proposed Plan for the WAG 3 
comprehensive RltFS for OU 3-13 at ISTEC (ICPP) are summarized below. The public meetings were 
divided into an informal question and answer session and a formal public comment session. The meeting 
format was described in published announcements, and reviewed with meeting attendees at the beginning 
of each meeting. The informal question and answer session was designed to provide immediate responses 
to the public's questions and concerns. Many questions were answered during the informal period of the 
public meetings on the Proposed Plan. Although this Responsiveness Summary does not respond to 
issues and concerns raised during the informal part of the public meetings, the Administrative Record 
rontains complete transcripts of these meetings, which include the Agencies' responses to these 
questions, issues. and concerns. 

Comments received during the.fonnal comment session of the meetings are addressed by the Agencies in 
this Responsiveness Summary. The public was requested to provide their comments in writing, verbally 
during the public meetings. or by recording a message using the INEEL 's toll-free number. 

More than 25 individuals and/or groups provided oral and written comments on the Proposed Plan for 
Waste Area Group 3 ar the Idaho Chemical Processing Pla11t. The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE), 
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and the State of Idaho agreed to extend the comment 
period an additional 30 days twice, giving the public an unprecedented 90 days to provide comments. 
The WAG 3 Proposed Plan garnered the most public interest of any Environmental Restoration (ER) 
project since Pit 9 was first discussed in 1992. 

About one-third of the Commentors agreed with the preferred alternatives. Another one-third thought the 
Agencies were not taking enough cleanup actions. While a third still thought the Agencies should take 
little or no action at the INTEC facility. · 

What makes the WAG 3 Proposed Plan unique is the national interest the document, and preferred 
alternatives. generated. All members of Idaho's Congressional Delegation provided written comments. 
The comments received were beneficial in our development of this ROD. Of principal concern to the 
Delegation was the siting of a sit;-wide contaminated soil repository at the INTEC facility, the IN EEL 
CERCLA Disposal Facility ( lCDF). which lies about 450 feet above the Snake River Plain Aquifer 
(SRPA). 

A majority of public comments also focused on the site-wide soil repository. The major concern was the 
long-tenn protection of the sole-source SRPA. Many members of the public worried about: future 
contaminant migration from the soi I repository; the proposed location of the repository; and ensuring that 
applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs) are met. 

\fany public comments also addressed existing groundwater contamination beneath the lNTEC facility. 
Some Commentors stated that the Agencies were not going far enough in implementing remediation to 
quickly reduce contamination. Others commented that the Agencies should let dilution and natural 
attenuation occur to reduce the groundwater contamination. Still. others questioned the hydrogeological 
assumptions made in the Proposed Plan and RI/FS. These comments focused on the relationship of the 
percolation ponds to the perched water contamination. and on the relationship of the perched water bodies 
to groundwater contamination . 
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In general. protection ofrhe SRPA was a significanr concern to regional ne\~S media. Editorials ran in the • 
Twin Falls Tim<!s-News. lVood River Journal ( Hailey). and Idaho Statesman ( Boise). criticizing the 
proposed soil repository for leaving contaminants over the SRPA. 

LfSTJNG OF COMMENTORS AND COMMENT NUMBERING 

All of the fom1al comments submitted by the public in either written or oral form were tabulated. 
summarized briefly and assigned a comment number. If the Commenter affiliation is unknown or the 
Commentors are expressing ·their individual opinion. ··concerned Citizen .. is shown as the affiliation. An 
index of the comments and the page number that the comment appears on is provided at the end of this 
Responsiveness Summary. Comments are indexed based on the initials of the author (U for unknO\vn) 
and identified as either written (W) or public meeting along \vith location (Tl for Idaho Falls meeting. TT 
for Twin Falls. TB for Boise and T~1 for Moscow). Table I presents the Commentors. their affiliation. 
initials code. and comment type (written or public meeting) for the Commentor·s comments. 
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• Table I.~ Authors of the comments on the Proposed Plan. their affiliation, and codes used for comment 
numbering. 

Commentor·s Comment Name Affiliation Initials Type 
Coalition 21 

TI 
Snake River Alliance TI 

 Concerned Citizen  TT 
Snake River Alliance TT 
Snake River Alliance TT 
Snake River Alliance TB 

 Concerned.Citizen  TB 
Steve Ramona American Ecology, Inc. SR TB 
Chuck Broscious Environmental Defense CB TM 

Institute 

 Concerned Citizen  TM 
fNEEL Citizens Advisory w 
Board 

 Concerned Citizen  w 

•  Concerned Citizen  w 
Environmental Defense w 
Institute 

 Concerned Citizen  w 
 Concerned Citizen  w 

 Concerned Citizen  w 
Representati\.e. Helen Idaho First Congressional HC w Chenoweth District 

Jack Lemley Lemley and Associates L w 
Coalition 21 C21 w 

 Concerned Citizen  w 
Snake River Alliance w 

 Concerned Citizen  Vv' 
Anonymous Concerned Citizen A \V 
Roben Bobo Consultant to Shoshone- SBT w 

Bannock Tribes 

Snake Ri\·er Alliance SRA w 
 Concerned CitiLen  \V •  Concem1:d Citizen  w 

:\-\ 

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) 
(6)

(b) 
(6)

(b
) 
(6
)

(b) 
(6)
(b) 
(6)

(b) 
(6)
(b) 
(6)
(b) 
(6)

(b) 
(6)

(b) 
(6)

(b) 
(6)
(
b
) 
(
6)

(b) (6) (b) (6)

(b) (6)
(b) (6)

(b) (6)
(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)
(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)
(b) (6)

(b) (6)
(b) (6)

(b) (6) (b) (6)
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Table 1. (continued). 

Commentor·s Comment • :-.:ame Affiliation Initials Ty~e 
Idaho Fam1 Bureau IFBF w Federation 

Representative .\.like Simpson, Idaho Congressional MS \V and Senators Larry Craig and Delegation 
~tike Crapo 

 Concerned Citizen  w 
 Concerned Citizen  \V 

t:nknown Concerned Citizen t; w 
Snake Ri\'er Alliance SRA2 \V 

• 
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(b) (6)

(b) (6)
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(6)
(b) 
(6)

(b) (6)
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WAC \Vaste acceptance criteria 

WAG waste area group 

WIPP Waste Isolation Pilot Plant 

WLAP \\ aste\\'ater land appl icarion prograr11 
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SUMMARY OF COMMENTS WITH RESPONSES 

Comments presented during the public comment period on the Proposed Plan for the INTEC 
Comprehensive RI.TS are gi\'en below. The public meetings were divided into a presentation, an 
informal question-and-answer session, and a formal public comment session. The meeting format was 
described in pub) ished announcements. and meeting attendees \Vere reminded of the format at the 
beginning of the meeting. The informal question-and-ansv.:er session was designed to provide immediate 
responses to the public's questions and concerns. Several questions \Vere answered during the informal 
period of the public meetings on the Proposed Plan. This Responsiveness Summary does not attempt to 
summarize or respond to issues and concerns raised during the informal part of the public meetings. 
However. the Adniinistrative Record contains complete transcripts of these meetings. which include the 
Agencies· responses to these informal questions. 

Comments received during the formal comment session of the meetings and written comments received 
during the public comment period are addressed by the Agencies in this Responsiveness Summary. The 
public was requested to provide their comments in writing, orally during the public meetings. or by 
recording a message using the I:"iEEL 's toll-free number. The comments below are printed and 
occasionally summarized. Edits made were to correct minor spelling. editorial errors, and elimination of 
non-comment related information. [n those cases where written comments were received that \\.'ere 
difficult to read. a best attempt to interpret the comment is provided. Copies of the originally written 
comments are provided in the Administrative Record file for INTEC. 

The comments made on the Proposed Plan, from the formal part of public meetings and written, have 
been grouped into various subject categories. These comments have been grouped into four general 
categories: A: WAG 3 Cleanup and Public Participation, B: The CERCLA Process at WAG 3, C: 
Release Site Groups at WAG 3. and D: Other Issues. Each of these major categories has subcategories 
for the speci fie comment topics. These subject categories and corresponding comments are presented 
below. For each comment. a response has been developed and is presented following the comment. 

A. WAG 3 CLEANUP AND PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

A.I. o,·erall Goals and Structure of the (~EEL ER Program 

Comment I : A concern was expressed that the Agencies are looking at the risks associated with 
leaving the identified sites in place or remediating them. but are not considering the other contaminated 
sites which are still at the 1,TEC and thu.s. not looking at the "whole" picture. [TW-W] 

Response: We are looking at source areas on a case by case basis and extending from the individual unit 
to the OL' and to the WAG 3 as a whole. The scope ofthe WAG 3, OU 3-13 is defined as the known or 
suspected release sites identified in the Federal Facility Agreement and Consent Order (FFAiCO) and 
supponing documents. Although we will be revisiting selected aspects of the WAG 3 investigation under 
the OL 3-1-+ RJ. FS. our e\·aluation of source areas listed under the FFA CO. did address the potential 
cumulatin~ effrcts of each ··source area" on 1,TEC as a whole. Consideration of the ultimate fate and 
disposition L)I huilding:s and structures at 1,TEC is not pan of the scope for OC 3-13. The Idaho High 
Le, el Wa~te ,md Facilities Disposition Environmental Impact Statement ( Idaho HL W & FD EIS} is 
current I~ considering options for the disposition of 1'TEC facilities associated with the generation. 
treatment. or storage of high le\el ,,aste (HL\\'). In addition. the [Jaho HLW & FD EIS is also 
consalering th<.! other facilities at l'\:TEC for their impact on the cumulative risk. \Vith this in mind. the 
Idaho HL \\" .. \:fl) EIS ~hould complement the WAG 3 RI FS in addressing: the ··whole picture." 
Rt.!tincmL'l1h tn the rr-.k cakulatrori,; \\ ill ..:nnttlllH! as -,itcs arc rcmcJiatt.!d and facilities and structures 
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closed. Other programs (e.g .. Hazardous Waste \-1anagement Act [H\V\i1AJ. Governor's Agreement . 
[TAP]) O\ersee other elements of !\:EEL en\. ironmental management. Together. along \vith DOE-ID 
decontamination and dismantlement ( D&D) planning. these programs should achieve a protective end 
state for the future. 

Comment 2 : A concern was expressed that the Agencies seem to lack of a comprehenSi\'e decision, 
process. ··Where will we be when \'-e get there'! What is this site going to be like when we're through 
cleaning up·.,·· If it's lea\'ing soil in place that you folks are proposing to put in an engineered landfill. and 
how do those mo decisions relate'? Down the road we are going to ha\'e a lot of bits and pieces? By the 
time of WAG IO we will ha\. e made a lot of our commitments. There is no overall controlling philosophy 
for \\hat is going on at the different \VAGs. [BB-Tl] 

Response: The scope of the WAG 3. OC 3-13 is limited to known or suspected release sites identified in 
the FFA.CO. The process followed is a consistent one. applied for all l~EEL WAG decisions made to 
date. We do look at site-\•.:ide issues. but the hazards and potential hazards occur at the "source" level. 
Our decision process is based on identification and response to threats posed on a source-by-source basis. 
A case in point is the ICDF \Vhere we do attempt to look at the IN EEL-wide needs through the creation of 
a site-wide CERCLA disposal facility. WAG IO is intended to evaluate the cumulative impacts within 
the SRPA front the overlapping ground\vater plumes as a result of 1:-,.;EEL activities and to make a final 
assessment of ecological risks and impacts. As such. decisions can be made at the individual WA Gs and 
then be rolled into WAG IO for analysis of cumulative risks. In addition, the remedial actions taken on 
the SRPA are intended to ensure the aquifer meets acceptable risk concentrations and drinking water 
maximum contaminant levels (MCLs) for future residents, and workers are protected from drinking water 
which exceeds MCLs, or risk-based concentrations. For the SFE-20 Tank System, complete removal, 
treatment, and disposal is the most cost effective and risk reducing option evaluated. As for the ultimate 
disposition of waste remaining in the INTEC Tank Farm tanks. the decision is expected to be made in the 
ROD for the Idaho HL W & FD EIS, and the HWMA closure process. 

Comment 3 : A Commentor identified that as a visitor through the Chemical Processing Plant when 
under construction around 50 years ago, he was interested in the clean up process now going on. "It's too 
bad so many mistakes \Vere made in past years. I think your recommendations are the best available. 
Please continue to protect the Snake River Aquifer from ANY serious contamination.'" [AT-W] 

Response: \\:e thank the Commentor for his thoughts on the cleanup of J:'.\ITEC. One of the primary 
goals of the OU 3-13 project is to ensure the portion of the SRPA. a sole source aquifer, impacted by 
l~TEC operations meets acceptable risk concentrations and drinking water \.1CLs for future residents. 
and workers are protected from drinking water that exceeds '.'vfCLs. or risk-based concentrations. 

Comment 4 : A Commentor requested. ··Simply get all the crap off of and out of the Aquifer! 
Please!"' [PaR-\\'] 

Response: \\'e appreciate the comments and are committed to protecting potential future users of the 
SRP.-\ from 1\'.EEL acti\'ities. One of the primary goals of the OL 3-13 project is to ensure the portion of 
the SRPA. a sole source aquiti!r. impacted by 1:--:TEC operations meets acceptable risk concentrations and 
drinking \\.Her ;\tCLs for ti.Jture residents. and workers are protected from drinking water which exceeds 
\ICLs. or n:.l,.-ba:;ed concentrations. 

Com111en1 5 : A concern\\ as expresseJ to the .-\gencie:. ,)f the importance of the SRPA. not only the 
ecOll\lllltC ,.1lue. hue the related perceptual \alue. [SR-TB] 
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Response: Although the Commenror is correct in that perceptions were not fonnally analyzed in the 
RI FS e\·aluation. impacts from perceptions cah be assessed through our Community involvement 
process. In addition to infom1al and fom1al public comment opportunities. an Idaho-Citizens Focus 
Group and the I~EEL Citizens Advisory Board (CAB) both pro\ided their input. Community input is an 
important factor in our decision process. 

Comment 6 : A concern was expressed that the Agencies' decisions about the Tank Farm were not 
made. These other decisions will limit the soil clean-up .options as will the cleanup of dozens of buildings 
at the Chem Plant. The plan doesn't address how or when to decontaminate those buildings. We won't 
even know what waste will be allowed in the ICDF until after it's approved. "Where will \Ve be when we 
get there? What will be left behind?" (PA-SRA-TB] 

Response: The scope of the WAG 3, OU 3-13 is defined as the known or suspected release sites 
identified in the FFA.TO. In the case of the Tank Fann. the proposed interim action will not be 
inconsistent with the final action and will not limit the cleanup options. Consideration of the ultimate fate 
and disposition of buildings and structures at l:\TEC is not part of the scope for OU 3-13. The OC 3-13 
ROD and Idaho HL W & FD EIS ROD will be linked together for the purpose of restoring the area of 
INTEC to an acceptable risk. The scope of the Idaho HL W & FD EIS does not cover facilities and 
structures outside of INTEC. Analysis and decisions on the non-lNTEC facilities and structures will be 
covered in future documents. Also, although the D&D program is not part of OU 3-13, new sites can be 
added to the FF.-\iCO if found to present an unacceptable risk to human health and the environment. 

In the case the ICDF. the \vaste acceptance criteria will be developed during the remedial design. 
Candidate materials for disposal in the repository were identified and evaluated (see Appendix C of the 
Comprehensi\'e R/IFS for the Idaho Chemical Processing Plant OU 3-13 at the /NEEL Part B. FS 
SupplemenI Report (DOE/ID- I 0619), which is contained in the Administrative Record). The waste 
acceptance criteria, developed in the remedial design. will limit the material acceptable for disposal such 
that the repository will not adversely impact the SRPA or surface receptors. Information concerning the 
schedules and approaches are contained in the INEEL 2006 Plan. Also. conceptual issues and approaches 
are contained in the DOE End State Planning document. 

Comment 7 : A concern was expressed that the Agencies adopt a site-,.,·ide policy that active 
radioactive disposal facilities overlying the SRPA are pem1anently closed during the initial 5-year period 
co\·ered by the department's upcoming 1:-.iEEL management and operation ( :'vt&O) contract. This policy 
direction should be prominently featured in the final Request for Proposals issued by the department. 
[HC-W] 

Response: We believe the Commentor is referring to the existing on-site low-level waste (LL W) disposal 
facility located at the Radioactive Waste \fanagement Complex ( R\\'\1C). which is not part of the \\'AG 
3 decision process. With regards to the new M&O contract. the Agencies are fully committed to 
em ironmentally sound management practices. Given the subject matter. this comment was also 
forwarded to the Source E\'aluat.ion Board working on the new \1&0 contract for consideration. 

Comment S : A Commenter \\as concerned that tremendous pressure would exist to bury other. 
heterogeneous \\ astes at the new facility after it \\ as built. Thi! curnulati\'e effect of these factors merits 
analysis. [L-\\'] 

Response: \011-CERCL\ \\astes \\ di not he placed\\ Hh1n th\! lCDF and further. would be subject to 
state and fi.:der:il pcrmiuing n:quirements outside thl! :-st:<ipc <1t'1hi~ ROD. The \\aste acceptance criteria 
(\\'.-\Cl for the IC DF \\ i II factor in the -:unHllati \ c cffc<:'h nr' the \\ a~tl!s that will be placed \\ 1th in the 
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landfill and establish limits to safeguard the aquifer. This approach is consistent with our method for 
detem1ining tf an unacceptable risk exists under our baseline risk assessment. in the RI.IFS. 

Comment 9 : One Commentor recommended that we adopt a comprehensive. f:",JEEL-v,:ide policy of 
minimizing further burial of radioacti\'e and mixed wastes o\·er the SRPA. and pursue alternatives to the 
accelerated use and full utilization of remaining R\VMC Subsurface Disposal Area burial capacity. [L-\VJ 

Response: This comment relates to waste management practices at the 1'.\EEL and the future use of the 
RW~C. The proposed Plan and this ROD address the most cost-effective remedial action for past 
practice source areas at WAG 3. The ICDF will provide safe management for I~EEL CERCLA waste. 
The RW~1C also overlies the SRPA and is operated to dispose of low-level radioactive waste. The ICDF 
will accept soil and debris contaminated with both radionuclides and hazardous constituents. Disposal of 
the Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA) and RCRA wastes require stringent engineering controls that 
the ICDF will incorporate. 

Comment 10 : A concern was expressed that the Agencies' plan on the Chem Plant cleanup seems fine 
in and of itself. The problems lie mainly in that it doesn't address the difficult cleanup problems, nor 
does there seem to be an overall viev .. · of what the final outcome for the whole site will be. For example. 
the tank farm and the soil under it are considered in the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). This will 
be a daunting and expensive cleanup project. Will there be money for this project? Where and when 
does it tit in the final outcome-a clean INEEL'? [DH-WJ 

Response: It is recognized that cleaning up will be a complex and difficult task. The Proposed Plan 
summarized the information contained in the Remedial Investigation/Baseline Risk Assessment 
(RI/BRA) Report (DOE/ID-10534), Feasibility Study (FS) Report (DOE/ID-10572), and the Feasibility 
Study Supplement (FSS) Report (DOE/ID-10619}, which can be found in the Administrative Record. 
The final cleanup of INTEC will result in an acceptable risk ( I in I 0,000 cumulative carcinogenic) for 
both the SRPA (also restored to safe drinking water standards) and surface receptors. The Idaho HL W & 
FD EIS will e\'aluate the treatment of the waste in the tanks and evaluate the disposition of facilities 
associated '"'ith the generation. treatment. storage. and disposal of HL W. Concerning the funding issue, 
sufficient funding will be requested from Congress to complete the cleanup activities. The decision to 
fund cleanup acti\'ities lies ,vith Congress and the President. As facilities are closed and dispositioned. 
the impacts will be factored into the cumulative risk for r~TEC. Waste Area Group IO will evaluate the 
cumulative impacts to the SRPA from across the entire l~EEL. 

Comment 11 : . .\ concern was expressed to the Agencies that CERCLA requires 5-year reviews of 
decisions. e,en if they are not interim actions. How many such reviews are contemplated for each OL' at 
the Chem Plant'! [SRA-W] 

Response: As long as a CERCLA area requires restricted or limited access or use to safeguard human 
hcahh and the en\'ironment. re\'iews at least every 5 years are required. The entire area of INTEC (ICPP ). 
co,ered by the scope of the ROD. would be included into a single periodic review. These 5-year re\'iews 
,, tit apply 10 both access and use restrictions. In addition. these re\'iews will continue until the Agencies 
dchmnine that they are no longer necessary. 

Comment I:? : . .\ que!>tion was asked. ·· . .\re there indi\ i<lual facilities or OL's that are covered both by 
Re:murce Consenmion and Reco,·ery :\ct ( RCR . .\) and by CERCLA'! Will the CERCLA .ROD 
1111:orporate RCRA co11cerns·.1"[SR..\-\\'J 

Rcspon!>c: The Agencies are committed to minimizing the Juplication of\,ork between the H\V\IA (i.e .. 
R(.'RA) ,tnd l'ERCL\ program:;. Tll\\an.l thi:- end the FF.\ CO in~llrpnrates RCR . .\ ~om:ctive action anJ 
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CERCL:\ remedial action under a single process. In addition. considering the general equivalency of the 
RCRA HW~fA closure and post-closure process to the FFA.:CO remedial actions. the Agencies will make 
every attempt to incorporate the monitoring and maintenance of closed units (e.g .. Old Waste Calciner) 
under this action. if requested by the authorized program. 

Comment 13 : A concern was expressed that at Page 49. I" partial paragraph. of the Proposed Plan. 
hints that CERCLA may be a pennanent program at the )~EEL. .. When does the FFA/CO end and the 
RCRA Corrective Action process begin'? Routine operational releases should not be included as nev.: sites 
under the FFA,CO. They must be addressed through a spill cleanup. or ifa SWMC. through RCRA 
Corrective Action. Once the RODs are written for OUJ-14 and WAG I 0, the CERCLA process at ICPP 
should be complete. except for the .. '5-year .. reviews and ongoing remediation. There should be no .. new 
sites" under CERCLA ..• [C- \VJ 

Response: The CERCLA and RCR.A corrective action at INEEL is an ongoing program. The program is 
responsible for assessing the risk from releases and potential releases of hazardous substances on the 
l~EEL. Following assessment of this risk. the sites are restored to acceptable risk-based levels. Ongoing 
releases from RCRA/HWMA pennitted operations are not addressed under the FFA/CO, but instead 
under the permit. Routine operational releases are not part of the FF A/CO. If the operational releases 
represent an unacceptable risk to human health and the environment, and are not under a RCRAiHWMA 
permit. additional actions under the FFA•CO may be necessary and undertaken. When newly identified 
contaminated areas (release sites) are discovered, the information is compiled and placed into the system 
for consideration as a .. New Site" under the FFA/CO. 

Comment 14 : A request was made that the Agencies compare the ''risk" posed by tank farm soil with 
the "risk" posed by pits and trenches. [SRA-W] · 

Response: Risks are compared against a national standard (the NCP) as to acceptable risk. I OE-4 to I OE-
6 cumulative c.:arcinogenic and a hazard index (HI) >1. If risks are found outside this range, remedial 
action is necessary. Comparing the risks from the INTEC Tank Farm soils against the waste in the pits 
and trenches at the R WMC. would identify that both areas are outside the acceptable risk range and 
require remedial action to be protective of human health and the environment. 

A. I. I Results/Outcomes of the ER Program 

Comment 15 : A Cornmentor summarized the preferred alternatives for managing contaminated soils 
contained in the Proposed Plan. [SRA-WJ 

Response: The Cornmentor·s summary was correct. Contaminated soil will be capped by this action. 
either\\ ithin the ICDF. or under an existing building or contained in place. 

Comment 16 : A concern was expressed to the Agencies that. when the !NEEL "cleanup .. is done. an 
enom,ous amount of nuclear contamination will remain above the Snake River Aquifer and we \\on·t 
know the cumulative extent of the remaining peril until most of the predicted cleanup resources are gone. 
[SRA-\\"] 

Response: The resources arnilable to address nuclear contamination are indeed limited at f>iEEL and 
other federal facilities. However. \\c believe that the actions we have selected represent ao appropriate 
balance bet\\ een cost and effecti\"eness. One of our goals is to reduce the footprint of contaminated areas 
on !\;EEL \\c will need to restrict access to and monitor i111.ktinitely. Another goal is to clean up the 
aquifer :-.o that 1t rs :nailablc to future generation:; . 
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Comment 17 : .-\ concern was expressed that neither the tank farm nor the surrounding soil is covered 
m the current plan. Decisions about the waste tanks themselves have yet to be made; those decisions may 
limit the soil cleanup options. Further. there are dozens of buildings at the Chem Plant. and some are 
highly contaminaJed. The current plan doesn ·t address how or when to decontaminate those buildings. 
We won't e\en know what waste will be allowed in the ICDF until after ifs approved. \fany of the 
specific concerns grow out of the general lack of a clear end state or end time for Chem Plant operation. 
remediation. and closure. [SRA- \VJ 

Response: The Commentor is correct that highly contaminated areas at l:\TEC are located \,;ithin the 
Tank Farm area. The tanks and the v,;aste in the tanks in the Tank Farm are being addressed under the 
Idaho HL W & FD EIS. Although the waste in the tanks is not covered in the Proposed Plan. the soils in 
the Tank Fam1 area are covered and are contained in Group I (Tank Farm Soils). We do not have a 
complete understanding of the threat posed to the underlying groundwater by the contaminated soil 
column at the Tank Farm. This is why we are implementing an interim action for the Tank Farm Soils. 
Concerning decisions made regarding the tanks and tank \Vaste impacting the soils remediation, this is an 
issue that will be factored into the remedial action alternatives evaluation, in the OU 3-14 RI/FS. For the 
ICDF. the soils and debris that will be accepted will be limited to minimize the threat to the SRPA. Some 
soils and debris will likely require pretreatment prior to disposal in the repository or off-site disposal. At 
this time there is not an approved final end-state developed for !:STEC. 

Comment 18 : A concern was expressed on how much residual risk had been left site-wide after 
cleanup'! What will be the cumulative risk left at the Chem Plant? [SRA-W] 

Response: Remediation under the CERCLA program is directed at restoring the environment to an 
acceptable risk level ( IOE-4 to IOE-6 cumulative carcinogenic). Cleanups that have occurred and will 
occur under this ROD are designed to reduce the risk from the 99 source areas to an acceptable level. 
Site-wide cumulative risk is being evaluated under WAG IO for impacts on the ecological receptors and 
the SRPA from !~EEL operations and activities. · 

Comment 19 : A request was made to describe how much nuclear waste from the Chem Plant cleanup 
will likely leave Idaho. [SRA-WJ 

Response: Both the transuranic (TRLi) and HL \V from !:STEC cleanup under this ROD \viii be 
transported off-site for disposal. We do not estimate this to be a large volume. The wastes contained 
within the High Level Tanks and Calciner Bins are a subject of the Governor"s Agreement and not 
addressed under this action. 

Comment ::?O : A Commentor exclaimed ... Cleanup this nuckar hazard ... No\\'! With most of 
Superfunds monies going· to lawyers over litigation. it is no \'1.'0n<ler that\\ hen all is said and done. there is 
more said than done! However.\\ ith t\\O facts clear to anyone concerned about their quality of life in 
Idaho: i.e .• (I) 200 million dollars O\ er budget on c kanup. ( 2) 26 n1onths behind schedule on cleanup ... 
[RK-\\'J 

Response: The .-\gencies are committed to expeditious cleanup at !:\EEL. These cleanups are funded 
through agency cDOE I appropriations by Congress. Impkmentation of federal facility remedial actions. 
hke that untfor the FF:\ CO. do not generally in\'Ohe litigation. The remedial action that the Commentor 
1:- refomng to. the Pit 9 project. has experienced <lifficului::-. \\ 1th :-ub-contractors. \1easur\!s ha\'e b~en 
taken to addre:-:. tho:-.i: probkms anti fultill the ri:yuiremi:nb tifth1:- i:arlii:r ROD. 

A.2. Public Participation and Community Relations 
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Comment 21 : .-\ Commentor stated that pro,iding drafts of proposed plans is a constructi\·e process 
that extends the comment period beyond the traditional .. decide. announce. defend" mode fom1erly used 
by DOE. (CB-WJ 

Response: The Agencies used a different approach for the development of the OC 3-13 Proposed Plan. 
The approach included using a focus group and the r:--;EEL CAB for review and comment during the 
development of the OC J-13 Proposed Plan. 

Comment 22 : :\ Commentor appreciated the fact that we are spending so much time and energy going 
into the communities and appreciated the presentations as was clear. concise, speedy. and very 
understandable. [PA-SRA-TB] 

Response: We thank the Commentor for the comment. A considerable amount of effort was expended to 
develop the presentations that would answer some of the questions the public would have on the 
information in the Proposed Plan. 

Comment 23 : A Commentor thought that it's great that the Agencies went out and tried to spread to 
the public and get the public involved and let them know what's going on. [JJ-TM] 

Response: We thank the Commentor for the comment. The Agencies are committed to informing the 
public on the risks and alternatives being considered to remediate the contamination areas. 

Comment 24 : A Commentor requested an extension of the comment period. [HC-WJ 

Response: Due to the expected public interest in the Proposed Plan for the ICPP. we initially held a 30-
day comment period with a 30-day extension which started October 23'd. 1998 ended December 22nd • 

· 1998. The Commentor was unable to participate during the first extension and was very concerned ;hat 
members of the public be given additional time to submit comments. Due to these unusual 
circumstances. we extended the comment period until February 121

h. 1999. 

Comment 25 : A Commentor requested that each participating agency carefully weigh the public's 
input bdore final remedy selection. [L-WJ 

Response: The Agencies have continued to support a strong public involvement process,to include many 
briefings before the I.'.\EEL CAB. Community Focus Group and two 30-day extensions to the public 
comment period. Comments received from the community are evaluated and factored into the decision 
making (remedial alternative selection) through the modifying criteria of "community acceptances." In 
addition. the comments received along with responses are contained in this Responsiveness Summary. 
which is part of the ROD. 

Comment 26 : A Commentor offered a comment based on professional experience observing the 
dim1111shed influence of science in our society. public mistrust of government handling of radiation safety 
issues. and the infom1ation rernlution which has forever cnded the days when programs such as this could 
bc implemented \\ith little public attcntion. It is essential that the Department \vork within the decision 
em ironmen1. and undertak6 enYironmental restoration actions based on permanent solutions that will 
stand 1he tests of t11ne and scrutiny. The Commt:ntor beliewd that the proposed approach to SRPA 
protection t~II short ,)f this .,tandard. [ L- W] 

Response: \\. e recognize the importance of public partil'ipation and de! iberate l!xecution of well founded 
re~po1ise,. Our del.:'i:--ion ell\ ironment ts high I> depemknt on inn)h ement by Stakeholders and the public. 
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The process followed is that established nationally for the cleanup of ~ational Priorities List (NPL) sites • 
and incorporates scientific and engineering sen.-ices. compatible with the state of the practice. Our 
contingency action for the drinking water aquifer\\ ill assure that the aquifer is restored to drinking water 
standards and available for future generations. 

Comment 27 : A Commenter felt that the Agencies are trying to approach and describe the problems 
presented by the pollution at the Chem Plant in a refreshingly real world fashion. [SRA-\V] 

Response: We thank the Commenter for their complement. 

Comment 28 : A Commenter felt that the Agencies were opening a legal dump for plutonium and 
requested that an EIS scoping process be used to identify the total amount of plutonium being buried. 
[PR-TTJ 

Response: Evaluation of the JCDF was conducted aspart of a CERCLA investigation and decision 
making process. It is the Agencies· position that CERCLA is functionally equivalent to the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process. As such, no additional scoping or NEPA is required for the 
lCDF. Also. the ICDF would be restricted to the acceptance of waste with TRU-constituents at a total 
maximum concentration of<IO nCi,g. 

Comment 29 : The !NEEL CAB recommended that the Agencies more seriously consider comments 
submitted by the Board infonnally (not just fom1al recommendations) and through discussions. [CAB-\VJ 

Response: The Agencies regret that the I1'EEL CAB felt that its comments were not fully incorporated 
in the Proposed Plan. We believe that the issue related primarily to the identification of the specific 
location of the lCDF in the Proposed Plan. At the time of the public comment period, the Agencies had 
not completed a siting evaluation on the best location for the ICDF. We did suggest in the Proposed Plan 
that the location was in the vicinity of the existing Percolation Ponds within the area of contamination 
(AOC}. \\'e have only completed a ponion of the siting evaluation. which is included in this ROD. 

Comment 30 : The !NEEL CAB appreciated the opportunity to be involved in this document 
throughout its preparation. The Board. primarily through our High Level Waste Committee. was 
pro\'ided with ample infomiation and with the opportunity to ask question~ and make suggestions on the 
plan at \'arious stages. This experience contrasted with the CAB's earlier experience evaluating other 
proposed plans. [CAB-}VJ · 

Response: We appreciate the comment. The approach to de\·eloping the Proposed Plan for OU 3-13 was 
different that used in developing previous Proposed Plan at the !NEEL. ln addition to working with the 
l~EEL CAB. a citizen's focus group re\.·iewed and commented on a draft \·ersion of the Proposed Plan. 
By \\Orkmg \\.ith both the 1:--.iEEL CAB High-Le\·cl Waste Committee. issues were addressed prior to 
finalizing the Proposed Plan. We felt that this was helpful in taking a complex project. OL.: 3-13. and 
hcmg able to present the infomiation to the public in an understandable way. 

Comrnl!nt 31 : A Commenter thanked us for extending the comment period. and for releasing the plan 
for public co111111en1. While efforts (as indicated belO\\ I at public relations have a long way to go. the 
effort made thus for 1s commendable. [l'-\\'J 

Response: \\'e than!... the Commentor. The comment period \\ih e,tended to allow for 1dditional public 
~ommcnt on th\! Propo:-etl Plan. In addition to the Propo:-.~d Plan. meetings on the Proposed Plan \\ ere 
hl!ld Ill Idaho F.111-.. T\\ill falls. Bobe. anJ \!o:-.Co\\. hia}ll) Lo inform and recei\ed input from 1he public . 
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A.3. Content and Organization of the Proposed Plan 

Comment 32 : A Commentor felt that a great deal of effort was made with this particular plan. I think 
it's one of the most dearly and easily read plans that I have had to tackle on my late night journeys 
through these documents. [PA-SRA-TBJ · 

Response: We thank the Commentor for the comment. A considerable amount of effort was expended to 
try and summarize the infom1ation contained in the OC 3-13 Rl:FS into summary discussions for the 
Proposed Plan, which were understandable. It appears that \Ve were successful. 

Comment 33 : A Commentor felt that the Proposed Plan \vas certainly an improvement over the draft 
plan. and thought that it pointed to the usefulness of including .the public and the Stakeholders earlier in 
the process. so as to try to encourage ironing out problems prior to getting into a formal thing that gets out 
on the street. and by that time most everybody is kind of into a locked position of what they've decided. 
they present it. and then they defend it. [CB-TM] 

Response: A different approach than used in the past was used for the development of the OL; 3-13 
Proposed Plan. The approach included using a focus group and the !NEEL CAB for review and comment 
during the development of the OCJ 3-13 Proposed Plan. 

Comment 34 : A Commentor felt that the document did not give basic information that a member of 
the public could use to make an infom1ed decision about whether the Agencies were really addressing the 
problem. [CB-TM] 

Response: The Proposed Plan is only a summary document on the information contained in the RliBRA . 
FS, and FS Supplemental Reports. The detailed information on the contaminant concentrations. risks. 
and alternative evaluations is contained in these documents. Additional infonnation for the release sites 
at INTEC is contained in the Track l and Track 2 documents. All of these documents are contained in the 
Administrative Record. 

Comment 35 : A Commentor recommended listing and definitions of acronyms used in the Plan. 
(C21-W] 

Response: \Ve are sorry for the confusion concerning acronyms and definitions. Many of the acronyms 
and concepts in the Proposed Plan were discussed in the sidebars of the document. Documents in the 
future may include a table showing the acronyms along with complete words. rn addition. the concepts 
will continue to be discussed in either a table or sidebars. 

Comment 36 : A Commentor recommended pro\·iding a list of key references. (C2 l -\V] 

Response: The key references for the OU 3-13 Proposed Plan were included in the text on Page :;. 
Paragraph .i. In the future. more attention \\'ill be gi\ en to pointing the readers to where additional 
111formation can be found. either by highlighting or a table. 

Comment .F : . .\ Commentor recommended the addition of a simplified method for enabling the 
readers to understand the r..:latronships bet\\ een ··group numbers." .. operable units:· and "CPP numbers·· 
as us..:d through1Jut th.: Plan. [C~ l -W j 

Response: \\'e agr..:e with the C0m111entor. The Lb<.! ofgmup numbers. OLs. and CPP numbers was 
• eontihrng. \\"ith the de\ elt)pn,ent nfthe Ff..\ CO. \\'.-\(j >. I\. TEC. \\ a:,; di, ided into indi\ idual reka~e 
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:.ites. These release Sites were assigned the CPP numbers. The release sites were then grouped into OL 
numbers based on type of release, location of release. and other criteria. The OU and CPP numbers were 
used in assessing the risk indi\"idually and as a \\ hole for WAG 3. As a result of the risk assessment. not 
all release sites presented an unacceptable risk and were eliminated from further consideration. In 
dc\'eloping the FS. the unacceptable risk release sites were grouped by the expected remedial actions into 
the group numbers. This was done to simplify and reduce the number of sites being discussed. In the 
future. a better attempt will be made to simplify and explain the release sites within a WAG. 

Comment 3X : As a member of the focus group that helped !~EEL de\'ise a "publicly readable" 
document. a Commentor appreciated the time and effort that had gone into the Proposed Plan. It was 
indeed readable. "user friendly:· and \·isually. the best \VAG Cleanup Plan I've yet seen. Howe\'er. the 
contents of the plan left the reader with feelings of uncertainty. of reading a plan published in a hurry 
\\ ithout enough solid science and technology to back up the plan, and without a clear definition of what 
cleanup really means. [~IMS·W~\\'J 

Response: We are sorry that the Commentor \\as left with the teeling that the Proposed Plan \\as 
inadequate. The Proposed Plan .. ...-as a summary of the infonnation in the Rt FS for OU 3· 13. There is a 
balance between detailed and summary infom1ation in order to produce a Proposed Plan that presents 
sufficient infom1ation without being excessively lengthy and complex. We will endeavor. in future 
Proposed Plans to reduce the uncertainty for the reader while remaining user friendly. 

Comment 39 : A Commentor felt that we'd know more if contaminants of concern (COCs) were listed 
by level of concern rather than more or less alphabetically. Attaching half.Jives (when applicable) would 
be appropriate. As it is. it's difficult to see whether 2095 has anything other than an administrative value. 
[SRA-WJ 

Response: A list of COCs has been included in this ROD showing how the contaminants rank from a 
level of concern. In addition, the half.-lives. where applicable, of the various COCs are presented in the 
ROD. The use of the year 2095 relates primarily to what the Agencies believe to be a reasonable time 
frame that go\'emmental O\vnership of the land will remain. Beyond this time it is difficult to predict 
,,.,·hat land use pressure may exist and unless there are other factors to consider, we assume that residential 
use is a reasonable scenario unless other extenuating circumstances exist. 

Comment 40 : A Commentor found no complete discussion of the ICDF and wanted a more complete 
discussion on the ICDF. Included should be: details of construction: \.Vhere waste would come from: how 
much waste: and how much of the cost would be assigned to WAG 3. [C21·W] 

Response: Only a summary level discussion of the ICDF was contained in the Proposed Plan. For 
l!\aluation purposes in the FS and Feasibility Study Supplement (FSS) Reports. a conceptual remedial 
altt!matt\ e concerning on.site disposal was de\·eloped. This conceptual alternative was evaluated for ri~k 
(surface and groundwater) impacts along\\ ith other criteria including cost. Additional details concerning 
construction. wastes. and cost of the ICDF is contained in the ROD. ~tore discussion on the design 
parameter.; are found in this ROD. The actual tksign and construction details of the ICDF will be 
UC\l!)oped in the remedial design. lnfomrntion on the candidate \\astes and volumes can be found in 
Appendi, (' of the FSS Repon. Concerning the ICDF costs assigned to WAG 3. the bottom of Table I I 
(page 4XJ ofthl! Proposed Plan presented both the total cost (all \\":\Gs) and the cost for WAG J only. 

(\llllllll!nt 41 : .-\ c:~)llllllCntor fi:lt that al Page 12. Table l. of the: Proposed Plan. the values given 
appeared 1,) he the predicted pc.1k aqmli!r ~on~c:ntratil)ti:- ti.)r the:, t:ar 2095. not the year 2095 and beyond . 
\\'1th the c:\.,.'Cplll)ll ol'l· 129. all the \ alucs arc i ncon:-;istcnt \\ ith the: \ alues gi\ en in the RI report. [J \I-\\" j 
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Response: We assume the Commentor was referring to Page l ~. Table l. The concentrations shown are 
for year 2095 and not as stated in the Proposed Plan (2095 and beyond). These concentrations were 
presented and used for the evaluation of cleanup criteria (\IC Ls and risks). In addition, some of the 
values presented in the Proposed Plan are Jess than presented in the R{. BRA Report. For the Rl!BRA. the 
\·alues that were presented were the maximum contaminant concentrations at various time intervals 
without respect to spatial locations. This resulted in contaminants from multiple locations to be added 
together. resulting in over prediction of impacts. 

Comment 42 : A Commenter questioned why the term "mostly" was used at Page 36. Snake River 
Plain. and I st paragraph. "The COCs are mostly radionuclides and mercury." What other contaminants 
were of concern? [C-W] 

Response: We are sorry that this is confusing in the Proposed Plan. The correct list of COCs for the 
SRPA are radionuclides and mercury. Other contaminants like Chromium listed on Page 15 is a result of 
evaluating the cumulative impacts on the SRPA from both I:STEC (ICPP) and the Test Reactor Area 
(TRA). 

Comment -D : A Commentor questioned how. as stated at Page 36 of the Proposed Plan. additional 
monitoring can limit exposure? [C-WJ 

Response: We are sorry for the confusion. Monitoring of the groundwater does not limit exposure. 
Additional institutional controls will be used to control the usage of the contaminated groundwater and 
thus. limit exposure. Monitoring only provides a measure of contaminant levels. 

Comment 44 : A Commentor \vas not clear on the difference between costs projected in Net Present 
Value versus "97$"s. [TW-W) 

Response: Net Present Value (~PY) estimates are calculations of the costs taking into account the 
amount of money necessary today to pay for the project over the lifetime of the project when considering 
the expected inflationary factors. The total shown in "'97$"s is the estimated cost prior to SPV 
calculation and is presented to provide an estimate of what the costs would be to DOE future budgets. 
assuming that the project is completed within a one year implementation timeframe. The use of :-.JPV 
comes from the '.'iCP and is used to provide a consistent and comparable basis used in cost estimating for 
decision-making purposes across the United States. For the SPY cost estimates presented, a timeframe of 
I 00 years was used in the calculations. 

Comment ~5 : The l'.\EEL CAB recommended the use of simplified formats and nomenclature in 
future Proposed Plan~. [CAB-W] 

Response: \Ve agree that infom,ation presented to the public should be understandable and presented in 
a logical manner. The infom1ation on remediation of 1:--TEC { JCPP) is complex. interrelated. and subject 
to interpretation. The OF 3-13 Proposed Plan presented infom,ation contained in the RI, BRA, FS. and 
FSS Reports. This information was summarized during the development of the Proposed Plan. For 
future projects. that are not as complex. a simplitied format and nomenclature could be for the Proposed 
Plans. 

Comment -Hi : :\ CL)l11mentor recommended that the . .\genc1e:-. w,e the fom1at employed in the 
Proposed Plan J°l)r \\' . .\G l. [C.-\8-\\'] 
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Response: The Proposed Plan mentioned in the comment was de\"eloped aft.er the OlJ 3-13 Proposed 
Plan and the amount of inforn1ation contained and presented in the OC 3-13 Proposed Plan was 
considerably more than that contained in the \VAG I Proposed Plan. Converting the OU 3-13 Pre>posed 
Plan to the forn1at used for WAG I would ha\"e resulted in a much longer Proposed Plan. We agree that 
for simpler projects. the WAG l fom1at should be used. · 

Comment -P : A Commentor recommended the addition of graphics or maps to,enhance the reader's 
ability to understand the terms used in the Proposed Plan [CAB-WJ 

Response: We recognize the confusion resulting from the use of the group numbers. OL's, and CPP 
numbers throughout the Proposed Plan. In the FFA.:CO, INTEC (WAG 3) was divided into 13 OUs. 
Within each of these OL's. a number of release sites were listed using the CPP numbers. For the risk 
assessment conducted at INTEC. the Rl,BRA Report and scoping investigations (Track I and 2 
investigations). the release sites were evaluated on an individual basis (site by site using the CPP 
numbering system). At the conclusion of.the Rl!BRA. many release sites were found to present an 
acceptable risk and were not carried forward for remedial action under the FS Report. With the reduced 
number of sites for the FS. the group numbers were developed based on expected remedial actions. 
geographic location. and other factors. 

Comment 48 : The (NEEL CAB recommended that DOE-ID embrace Secretary Richardson's recent 
suggestion to communicate with "plain language." [CAB-W] 

Response: We thank the CAB for their comment. !~EEL Proposed Plans and Fact Sheets are generally 
written to be understandable by the general public. We recognize this as a continuing responsibility. 

Comment 49 : A Commentor noted that the discussion of average flow rates in the SRPA could easily 
result in a conclusion that the contaminant plume is moving at the same linear rate as the water. Plain 
language would enhance the public's ability to more fully understar.d the issues that challenge the agency. 
[CAB-W] 

Response: For certain contaminants like tritium (H-3), the movement of the contaminant is at the speed 
of uroundwater. This is because the contaminant does not adsorb to the solid. inedia ( basalt) while 
moving with the ground,vater. Other contaminants like Sr-90 adsorb and desorb as the groundwater move 
through the area. This results in the leading edge of a contamination plume moving with the 
groundwater. However. the concentrations at the leading edge are not necessarily at a concentration 
presenting a risk. It is recognized that this is a difficult topic to describe at a summary level. 

Comment 50 A Commentorquestioned why the tem1 Contaminants of Concern didn·t seem to be 
carefully followed throughout the Proposed Plan. [L'-WJ 

Response: The COCs for each of the groups are presented for the entire group. Within the \'arious 
remediation groups. the COCs are dependent upon the location of contamination within the group. In thl.! 
ca:.e of Group 5. the COCs outside of the !STEC fence are a subset of the entire set ofCOCs. Remedial 
actions\\ ill be undertaken to deal with the COC sat the spatial location of the remediation. As the 
rcmedi:111011 for group 5 under this ROD is dealing with outside of the lNTEC fence. the two COCs are I
I :?9 and Sr-911. Both of these contaminants will be considered in the remedial design and remedial action 
acm ttics. 

(\)mrncnt 51 A Com mentor lJUestioned the tise l)t° OU'~- group numbers. and CPP numbers 
,1111111!,meou:-ly ,b It \\.b c,tremely confusing. [L'-\\.J 
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Response: The use of group numbers. OL's. and CPP numbers was confusing. In the FFA.'CO. the 
release sites are referred to by both OU numbers and release site numbers. For e\"aluation in the RI, BRA . 
risks at individual release sites were evaluated. In the FS. the sites presenting unacceptable risks were 
grouped together into the remedial action groups. 

Comment 52 : A Commentor questioned the use of techno-babble, in a plan presented to the Public. 
(C-WJ 

Response: In the Agencies· opinion. considerable effort was expended in writing the Proposed Plan with 
a minimum amount of technical jargon for this very complex remediation project. 

Comment 53 : A Commentor questioned the frequent bad grammar, punctuation, and so forth as 
abundant evidence that the !~EEL either didn't care to hire a technical editor, or didn't bother letting the 
editor complete the job. [u-WJ 

Response: fn trying to simplify a very complex project into understandable and summary infonnation, 
some concepts may not have been fully or completely explained. The Agencies did employ professional 
technical editing and a public focus group in its development of the Proposed Plan. 

Comment 54 : A Commentor suggested Proposed Plans and other public documents be carefully 
edited for clarity. accuracy. and conciseness. the readers are far less likely become so immediately 
exasperated that they scrutinize every part of the presentation to pounce on every possible problem. [U
W] 

Response: We are sorry for the difficulty the Commentor had with understanding the plan. WAG 3 is a 
very complex site. Great effort was made to simplify and summarize highly technical concepts in 
layperson tem1s. Since the readership of the Proposed Plan has a wide range of backgrounds. the 
tradeoffs between too much information. versus too little detail. makes meeting the needs of all readers 
quite challenging. The science and analysis backing up the plan are the best available. The Proposed 
Plan. which is a summary document of the information in the RJ.:FS. presented a very complex project in 
a simplified and straightforward manner. 

Comment 55 : A Comrnentor stated that in the Evaluation of Site Risks section of the Proposed Plan. 
the entire section was very unclear. [U- W] 

Response: The Proposed Plan is a summary of the information contained in the RliFS along \•.:ith 
recommendations rnnceming selection of remedial action alternatives (preferred alternatives). The 
Proposed Plan summarized the infom1ation and referred the reader back to the RI/BRA for additional 
information. if necessary. for the risk assessment. Without summarizing and referencing the RI BR..\. the 
E\ aluation of Site Risk section would ha\ e been considerably longer\\ ithout presenting additional · 
summary information. 

Comment 56 : .-\ Commentor asked why at Figure 9. page 13. of the Proposed Plan. didn't we label 
the injection well and the ICPP main stack? [l-WJ 

Response: \\"e recognize that additional labeling (injection \\ell and main INTEC stack) could have been 
added to the graphic. HO\\e\er. this graphic was intenlkd to present in a simplified manner. the \·arious 
pathways for e,posure that exist at l\:TEC. Cnforturiately. the .-\gcncies belie\·ed that a simplified profile 
of the I '.\TEC \\ it h the stack Lkpicted \\ as sd f-e,planator> . 
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Comment 57 : A Commentor stated that the conceptual model graphic is lo\·ely, and except for the 
incomplete labeling and too-small size. \·ery informative. [L'-W] 

Response: \\'e feel that the graphic presented a good conceptual representation of hO\v the various 
exposure pathways are related to the contamination in the surface soils. perched water. contaminated 
groundwater. In addition the graphic presented a depiction of hO\v the contamination can migrate. 

Comment 58 : A Commemor stated. "Page 48. Table I 1. The tirst heading is .. Soil Group.·· That is 
wrong. The first group reads "Tank Farm." That is \Hong. Cnder recommended alternatives. listing any 
for Group I i:. misleading. Only an interim action is described in the text. Cnder recommended 
alternatives. listing number 2 for Group 2 is misleading. The text indicates that Alternative 2 OR 
Alternative 3 may be selected. depending on discoveries made during D&D." [C-W] 

Response: The Commentor is correct "Soil Group" is a misleading heading. ··Remedial Action Group" 
would ha\e been a more accurate and clearer heading. However. the Tank Farm Soils (Group I) are 
included within this ROD as a remedial action group. For Group 2. the selected remedy (recommended in 

the Proposed Plan) is Alternative 2. Alternative 3 for Group 2 would only be implemented if D&D 
removes the structure. 

A.4. Current and Future Activities at l'."iTEC 

Comment 59 : A Commentor stated that it was extremely unlikely that the INTEC would ever become 
a residential area. if only due to the lack of water and the location. This \Vas an assumption which is too 
conservative and which drives the conclusions to expensive alternatives. [TW-W] 

Response: The use of the I 00-year future residential scenario serves as our point of departure for making 
risk-based decisions that will affect the future use of the land for many generations. Beyond I 00 years. it 
is difficult to predict what land use pressure may exist. Cnless other extenuating circumstances exist 
(e.g .. proximity to closed facilities requiring perpetual care) the assumption of future residential use 
provides a level of cleanup that assures the remedy will remain protective. 

Comment 60 : A Commentor stated that "Institutional memory is short and if the past is any guide. 
people in the future may use contaminated resources for some time and make investments before they 
disco\·er the contamination. They will then be faced with wrenching decisions of whether to abandon 
their investments or live \\'ith what would nom1ally be unacceptable risk or pursue remediation that. in 
many cases. may be far more costly than the original remediation and waste management solutions." 
[BB-Tl] 

Response: As part of the implementation of the alternati\·es in the OC 3-13 ROD. a commitment is made 
to devdop an "Institutional Control ( IC) Plan." The approach to institutional controls for each Group is 
discussed in Section 11 of the ROD. The IC Plan will be developed during remedial action activities. 
Thts IC Plan will discuss the contaminated areas and the controls and periodic evaluations that\\ ill be 
placed on the areas o\'er the long-term. In addition. the IC Plan discuss~s \,ihat will be required to release 
the areas for fucure de\ elopments or uses. This should minimize the impacts to future investments 
concern mg the ui.e of\ .irious areas. 

Comment 61 : .-\ Commencor stated their personal concern about the percolation ponds and about the 
u:.e of the 1111Ilw11:. or gallons of water that are. haskally. :-.ucked up out of the aquifer. dispersed through 
tlus DOE foc1lit~ and th~n drnpp~d back dO\\ n into th~ aqt11 for. pushing contaminants along. The 
(\,mmJntl)r bel1e\ed that unlll ckanup \\;J:-. a.:~ompli-..hc.::d 111 a satisfactory \\ay. DOE should not begin 
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another mission of any grear c:\tc:nt at !\:EEL. panicularly if it u,;c:d the natural resourcc:s of\\ atc:r L)r the 
natural resmm.:c:s that an:: inH)hed in gcneratin~ ek.:tncity for these enterprises. [P:\-TB) 

Response: We: share the Commenror·s concern regarding the percolation ponds and their affect on the 
migration of contaminants based on their present locarion. This is why this action will require the 
shutdO\vn of the ponds at their current location and care will be taken to eliminate future contaminant 
loadings to the aquifer. 

Comment 62 : :\ Commentor stated concerns about the ongoing work of the plant after the cleanup 
and continued waste being put into the environment and aquifers. [JJ-T\-1] 

Response: The ICDF will be used to contain and control waste from impacting the SRPA and surface 
receptors from many of the identified release sites. In addition. actions are planned to ensure that portion 
of the SRPA. a sole source aquifer. impacted by INTEC operations meets acceptable risk concentrations 
and drinking water MCLs for future users. · 

Comment 63 : A Commentor questioned \\.·hat operations \viii occur at the ICPP in the future. 
specifically concerning uses for ICPP 691? [SRA-W] 

Response: As the HL \\: at I STEC is required to be '"road ready" by 2035. it was assumed that all 
treatment of the HL W was completed by 203 5. \lost of the operations planned at INT EC prior to 2095 
will deal with the treatment of both the liquid waste in the Tank Farm and the \Vaste in the calcine bins. 
In addition. activities dealing with spent nuclear fuel will occur until 2035. A period of IO years was 
assumed to be needed for the disposition of the necessary INTEC facilities. which results in the year 
2045. Depending on the decisions made for the Idaho HL W & FD EIS. the timeframes for the disposition 
ofr~TEC facilities could change. Currently. there is not a mission for the CPP-691 Facility. However . 
future activities at INTEC will consider the use of CPP-691 to accomplish the future activity in the 
decision. 

Comment 64 : A Commentor questioned ... Where are we when we get there?" [\.1MS-TTJ 

Response: The Commentor is correct in that contaminated soils will be left behind at 1:-.iTEC following 
the completion of cleanup acti\·ities. However. completion of the cleanup activities \\.·ill result in the 
consolidation of contaminated soils restoring many existing contaminated areas to an acceptable risk le, el 
for both shon-term and long-tenn impacts. 

Comment 65 : A Commentor questioned why the use of the year 2095. and the I 00 years figure. 
Where do these numbers come from? What are their signiticance·? The Commentor noted that 100 year,; 
from now is 2099. not 2095. [U-WJ 

Response: The year 2095 and I 00 years numbc:rs are tkri\ ed from the Long-frrm Land Csc Future 
Sce11arios.fr1r the Idaho .Vational £11gi111:eri11g Lahorarm:1·. In this future land use document. the area of 
l'.'\TEC was assumed to remain under federal control until 21)95. Beyond 2095 the future land use 
document does not define the future land use at l'.\TEC. Based on this future land use document. 
remt:diation of the J:\TEC art:a needs to be completed b~ 2095. 

Comment 66 : :\ Commi:ntor questioned what is the actual basis for the future resident.evaluation. 
which ,issumc:s that people will be clamoring to build l10uses out here in 100 years? The Commentor 
tunher askc:d if th<.: :\gencii:s could jmxiuce n:gional c.:onor111c forecasts. local county city real estate 
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a:,sociation formulations. demonstrations. sun eys. or plans that clearly document that such an interest 
and or nec:d exists'? [L'-W] 

Response: In de\'eloping the Long-T!.!1-m Land l "sc Fwure Scenarios /i>r rht: Idaho .Vational Engineering 
l.ahoratm:,· document \\:ith \"arious interested parties and groups. no consensus could be reached 
concerning the use of the l~EEL beyond 2095. Based on this. risk assessment scenarios (current and I 00 
year future: occupational along \\'ith 100-year future residential) \\ere den~loped. These land use 
scenarios \\ere used in the baseline risk assessment. This does not mean that I:--:TEC will be used starting 
in :?095 for future residential development. but these are reasonably consen·ative assumptions to ensure 
that the remedial action is protective to future generations. 

Comment 6 7 : A Commentor questioned that if no evidence exists to forecast a land scarcity so 
pressing as to require use of current 1:-,..;EEL areas for future suburbs. it seems that institutional controls 
would be much. much cheaper and far. far more realistic than removal. [L"-\VJ 

Response: The use of the I 00-year future residential scenario serves as our point of departure for making 
risk-based decisions that \viii affect the future use of the land for many generations. Beyond I 00 years, it 
is difficult to predict what land use pressure may exist. L'nless other extenuating .circumstances exist 
(e.g .. proximity to closed facilities requiring perpetual care) the assumption of future residential use 
provides a level of cleanup that assures the remedy will remain protective. 

A.5. WAG 3 Remediation Planning and Costs 

Comment 68 : A Commentor recommended that a cost comparison be done between a Plan. based on 
a high radiation dose and current Plan. "The public should be infonned of the cost differential. If the 
public is informed of the cost associated with little or no risk benefit. we do not believe they would 
approve the expenditure of millions of dollars on radfation protection that.provides no measurable 
benefit.·· [C2 I -WJ 

Response: For sites listed on the NPL. cleanup must proceed to achieve an acceptable risk range listed in 
the NCP. Comparing the cleanup cost of a non-protective cleanup versus a protective cleanup is 
inappropriate. Only protective Alternatives are evaluated which meet this goal and the most cost
dfective alternative selected. While there is some controversy over \\·hat constitutes an acceptable 
radiation risk, our best evidence supports the current approach of the linear no-threshold theory. This 
tbm1s the basis for the protective levels established to protect our air and drinking water and is nationally 
accepted. As part of our 5-year review process. we will periodically reviev,: the protectiveness of our 
decisions and adjust to any updates in published protectiveness levels. 

Comment 69 : A Commentor questioned \1,hy the Plan does not mention the fate of"ID\V" still 
present at ICPP. [C-WJ 

Response: The Commentor is correct. A small amount of imestigation deri\·ed waste ( IDW) is 
remaining at l~TEC. A section was added to this ROD to addrt!ss the disposition of the existing IDW. 
The ne\\ section in the ROD also discusses the disposition of I DW that\\ ill be generated under the OL1 3-
14 RI FS. 

Comment ".'I) : A Commentor stated that the O&\I co-.ts for ka\ ing \"ES-SFE-20 in pince will not he 
111creased :,1gmlica111ly due to the fact that it is adjacent to CPP-<11,:,. _.\!though it is shown to be a 
,1gnilicant co:-t OH!r ume. it will not be significant sinct:.11 \\ ill ht: done in conjunction with CPP-61J3 
,un e, 11:mce co,h. [T\\"- \\" J 
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Response: Thee, aluarion undertaken unda OL 3-13 is of past practice :;ires (e.g .. spills and abandoned 
sires). Other programs are currently e,aluating operating and closing facilities to ensure that the public 
and environment are protected. The dosure of CPP-603 is outside the scope of this action and therefore, 
the costs projected for VES-SFE-20 do not assume potential cost sa\"ings that may be realized. 

Comment 71 : The Commentor asked about the remediation of Group 7 being completed well before 
any substanti\·e action is taken on the main Tank Fam,·! [DK-TT] 

. Response: The Commentor is correct. The major portion of the remediation for the J'.\TEC Tank Fann 
will occur after 2008. Remediation of the Group 7 SFE-20 Hot Waste Tank System will be completed 
will before the HL \\' tank at the Tank Fann. 

Comment 72 : A Commentor stated .. quit talking about nuclear waste clean up at !'.\EEL and do it! .. 
[RK-\VJ 

Response: The CERCLA process at the !NEEL is a carefully engineered and structured program that 
leads to specified cleanup and risk reductions. The process consists of: (I) evaluation of risks. (2) 
evaluation of response actions to reduce risk to acceptable levels. (3) selection of the response action. 
including public input on the selection process. and(-+) implementation of the response action. This ROD 
has selected the response action to be implemented for the various contaminated areas at INTEC. 
Implementation of the various response actions will begin following approval (signature) of this ROD. 

Comment 73 : A concern was expressed that "cleanup is being planned out of context with the 
previous operations. Although it is appropriate to indicate that the old mission of chemical processing in 
ICPP has forever ceased. it is dangerous to forget what went on there-the source of the waste and 
contamination. We have learned through involvement with other organizations and operations at other 
DOE sites that the cleanup of nuckar materials processing facilities requires careful planning, based on a 
detailed technical understanding of the conditions at the facility. For example the stabilization and 
cleanup of the PC REX and 8-plant at Hanford (WA) was based on significant detailed knowledge of the 
operations of the facilities. The public had information on historic air emissions (including the Green 
Run), throughput of spent fuel and output of plutonium and uranium ( including but not limited to HEU) 
and HL \V. This infonnation was useful for providing certain specific technical information useful in 
planning the cleanup. as well as providing a general sense (with factual support) of the operations leading 
to the existing problems (recent or historic. batch1campaign or steady state, etc.)." [SRA2-W] 

Response: \Ve understand the Commentor·s concern with using appropriate infonnation in the planning 
of clt!anup activities. Cleanup operations are planned using the available infom,ation including 
infom,ation from pre\ ious operations. It is not necessary to know every operation that was conducted at a 
release site to plan the cleanup acti\·ities. Appropriate summary infonnation is sufficient for planning 
purposes. During the implementation of remedial actions. planning includes actions to deal with the 
um.;errainties. General infom1ation as to activities conducted at l'.\TEC are discussed in Section I of the 
RI BR.-\ Report. This information discusses the major acti\ ities and facilities at I'.\TEC. Discussion on 
the sources of contamination are discussed in the Sections S through 26 of the RI· BRA Report. 
Additional in fom1ation is contained in the ,·arious Track I and Track 2 documents. The planning of 
remedial actit)!h i:; ba:.ed on the best :l\ailable informatiori. lnfom1ation on historic air emissions can be 
found in the ,arit)lh monitoring rl!port published at the !'.\EEL. 
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B. THE CERCLA PROCESS AT WAG 3 

Comment i'-4 A Commentor felt that at Page 20 . . .\ltemati\'e De\'elopment, I" paragraph. if actual 
technologies are modified after the ROD during remedial design. those modifications must be examined 
to see if they require an ESD or ROD amendment as described in CERCLA guidance on preparing 
CERCL..\ Decision documents. The Public has re\·iewed and commented on the Plan. Significant 
moditicauons after the ROD would diminish. or negate. the public participation process. [C-WJ 

Response: The Commentor is correct. If the alremati\"e is modified or changed following the approval 
of the ROD. an Explanation of Significant Difference (ESD) or ROD Amendment would be required. 
Whether an ESD or ROD Amendment would be required depends to the significance of the change. 
Rcpresentati\'e technologies were evaluated in the FS and FSS Reports and then discussed in the 
Propo:;ed Plan. Some changes to the alternatives ,vere made following the Proposed Plan and subsequent 
public comment. These changes are discussed in the Section 13 (Documentation of Significant Changes) 
of this ROD. If it \\'as determined that an ESD was the appropriate level of change to documentation. the 
ESD would be developed along \Vith a fact sheet to inform the public of the changes. For a significant 
enough change, a ROD Amendment would be developed along with a Proposed Plan and subsequent 
public comment period to infonn the public of the changes. !\feither of these types of changes to the ROD 
would diminish nor negate public participation. 

B. I. The Comprehensive RI/FS 

Comment 75 : A Commentor stated that the Natural Resources Defense Council petition to Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission July 28.1998 that legally challenges DOE's attempt to change HLW to 
"incidental .. LL W should be reviewed and considered. [CB-W] 

Response: Tank Farm source areas are identified with spills of HL Wand Sodium Bearing Waste (SBW). 
However, we are not excavating Tank Farm contaminated soils under this action. There is no need to 
refine our definitions at this time. l!nder the Tank Fam1 RI/FS. the issue of waste classification will be 
further evaluated. Decisions concerning the waste classification may also be made under the Idaho HL \\' 
& FD EIS ROD. 

Comment 76 : A Commentor felt that there is infom1ation in the WAG 3 RI/BRA document to indicate 
that there is no prov;ble impact on the perched water from the percolation pond discharges. In fact. the 
data suggests there is no impact. This infonnation is successfully buried in the 800 or so pages of the 
document. In addition. the model created for that study has not been field calibrated. regardless of what 
the author says. It should be done. \'erified. and peer reviewed before we spend anymore SSSS to recycle 
or build new percolation ponds. 

The Commentor also strongly recommend that additional evaluations be done ( i.e .. tracers put in the 
ponds and looked for in tank fann wells. increased sampling of tank fam1 wells to verify a chemical 
cunneccion). To put it bluntly. there are many within the company who recognize this issue and haw 
questioned the players with no logical resolution. [SA-\\') 

Response: Approximately 70 11
0 of the infiltrating water. \\hich contribute to the observed perched water. 

JS from Percolath)n Pond discharges. The model used for the simulation was calibrated. based on 
llh:.cncd lield Jata 11.!'.g .• \\.lier de,ations. d1loride. and Sr-90). It is the best infom1ation currently 
a\ mlJblc on \\ hich to make.!' a reasonably i:onsen ati\ e juJgemem. We belie\ e that our decision process 1:. 
~mblSlc.!'nt \\ 1th nauonal and :-.tale guidance. Gi\ en the: O\ erall unccrta111ty in transport mechanism at the 
I\ TEC facilit~ and the! fact that \\C i:an .:0111rol the: anthropngc111i: \\ater. it has hcc:n determined that 
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mo\·ing the percolation ponds is c~11ainly .. best management"' practice. Our position is suppo11ed not only 
by the public. but was supported by an external peer review of the \·adose zone program at the f~EEL. 

Concerning additional work at the Tank Fam1. we are in the process of developing a Work Plan for 
conducting additional studies to better assess fate and transpo11 questions for contaminants at the Tank 
Fann soils. This investigation will focus on obtaining data to quantify the overall uncertainty in model 
predictions. concerning Tank Farm soils. Also, we ,viii Qbtain necessary data required for the purposes of 
calibrating the transport model in terms of concentrations as the existing model \\:as calibrated to perched 
\Vater elevations. This additional characterization may use tracers, if appropriate. to help quantit~· the 
migration paths of subsurface solutes. In addition, we will monitor vadose zone state \·ariables to 
determine in-situ moisture flux and direction. However, even these studies will not answer the entire 
uncertainty issue at the !STEC facility because of the temporal variability in recharge from natural 
sources such as underflo\l,·. overflow, overland flows, rain. sno\v, and snowmelt. 

Comment 77 : A Commemor inquired about the transport assumptions for the vadose zone that were 
used in the evaluations and modeling. (SRA-WJ 

Response: In conducting the computer modeling for the rndose zone, a number of assumptions were 
used. The retardation coefficients for the various contaminants were based on default values that have 
been used for other !NEEL evaluations. The vadose zone \Vas assumed to be a homogeneous material 
with the surface soils. basalt layers, and major interbeds contained within the vertical column. Average 
(non-varying) properties were used throughout the horizontal and vertical dimensions for the various 
materials in the vadose zone. Known sources of water, both manmade and natural were also considered 
in the modeling. A summary discussion of the baseline risk assessment modeling is contained in Section 
6 of the RI/BRA Report. The detailed discussion. including modeling parameters and assumptions. for 
the baseline risk assessment is contained in Appendix F of the RI/BRA Report. The modeling in support 
of the FS and FSS Reports are contained in Appendix B of each document. The modeling used in the FS 
and FSS Reports used the same assumptions and approach as used in the RliBRA Report. 

Comment 78 : A Commentor felt that in order to understand the full range of cleanup issues at the 
Chem Plant. the depa11ment should provide a detailed historic description of the operations conducted at 
the Chem Plant. [SRA.:?- \VJ 

Response: A summary of the operations and activities conducted at l;\;TEC was presented in Section I 
of the RliBRA Report. which is part of the Administrative Record. This summary information discuss 
the major activities and operations that were conducted at !STEC. In addition, several of the major 
facilities were described in this section. For CERCLA investigation and evaluation purposes. this 
summary level of information was sufficient to conduct evaluations and make decisions. 

B.1. l General Comments on the RI/FS 

Comment 79 : A Com mentor stated that the entire cleanup plan reeks of '"cart before the horse .. and 
that the cleanup plan doesn't appear to be \·ery technically thought out. [M:'vtS-\V-\VJ 

Response: The Proposed Plan is a summary of the\ arious remedial investigations and feasibility studies 
conducted for l'.\TEC. In 1he evaluation of both risk and remedial alternatives. the information that \\as 
collected from the Track I. Track .:?. and OC 3-13 remedial investigation were utilized. Although this 
infon11ation 1s not pi:rfrct. there \\as sufficient information to conduct the risk evaluations and evaluate 
ri:medial action aiti:rnatl\es .. .\s L'\TEC \\ ill continue to operate for many years prior to final closure . 
remedial alternat1\ es\\ eri: de\ eloped and cons1Jered this i-,sue during the evaluations. \lost of the 
r~le, ant informatinn and e, aluat101b .:an he found in thl! RI BR . .\. FS. and FSS R1!po11s . ..\uditional 
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infom1ation for the rekase sites at 1:-,..;TEC (JCPP) is contained in the Track I and Track 2 documents. All 
of these documents are contained in the Administrative Record. 

Commen1 81) : A Commentor rt!l'i!rred to Page 16. SFE-20. I'' paragraph in asking that an identification 
of \\hether the waste in the tank is a RCRA listed or characteristic waste be provided. The Commentor 
folt that if the characterizaiion of the waste is not known. a more through investigation should be 
prefom1ed. The Commentor also stated that "'the 1984 investigation was not a CERCLA preliminary 
investigation .. und .. don't characterize it as such." The Commentor also requested that statements be 
made concerning \\hether the vault has leaked and that the si1e be removed from the Proposed Plan until 
funher characterized. [C-W] 

Response: The waste in the SFE-20 Tank is not suspected of having listed waste. There may be 
contaminants in the tank waste that have sufficient concentrations for the waste in the tank to be classified 
as RCRA characteristic. Funher. detailed. characterization of the tank contents is the first activity in the 
selected remedy (Alternative 4:Removal. Treatment, and Disposal). We agree that the 1984 investigation 
was not a CERCLA activity. However. data from non-CERCLA investigations is routinely used in the 
1:--:EEL CERCLA risk assessment and alternative evaluation activities. During the 1984 investigation. 
there was evidence that water had infiltrated into the vault. which shows that water leaked 'into the vault 
and could leak out of the •.ault. Based on the available infom1ation and analysis conducted. there is 
sufficient information to select a remedy for this site. 

Comment 81 : A Commentor referred to Page 37. Alternative 28, 2nd paragraph concerning the 
sampling location in the aquifer for the quarterly samples and whether the samples would be diluted with 
less-contaminated ponions of the aquifer above or below that which bears the highest 1-129 
concentrations. The Commentor stated a fear that the Agencies-would take their samples, declare that 
action levels are met, due to dilution. and then decide that remedial action is not required. The 
Commentor also wanted to know when the investigation and evaluations would be completed on the 
aquifer. The Commentor requested that this OC be removed from the ROD pending funher investigation 
and evaluation. [C-WJ 

Response: We disagree with the Commentor. During construction of the monitoring wells. samples will 
be collected and analyzed from \'arious zones within the aquifer to detem1ine the zone or zones with 
highest concentrations. Monitoring would continue in the zone or zones \vith the highest concentrations. 
\\hich can yield water at a rate of at least 0.5 gpm. An adequate and complete RI/FS was conducted for 
Ot.: 3-13. The Ol.i 3-13 RJ:FS is sufficient to make decisions concerning the contaminated ponion of the 
SRPA outside of the INTEC fenceline. The acti\'e remediation portion of the selected remedy 
(Altemathe 28: Institutional Controls with \1onitoring and Contingent Remediation) is only 
implemented depending on the monitoring results obtained. :\ Final interim action on the INTEC 
groundwater plume in the SRPA outside of the l~TEC fenceline is included in this ROD. The final 
action on the 1:--;TEC groundwater plume inside the l'.\iTEC fenceline will be selected under OU 3-1-+. 

Comment H2 : A Commentor stated that .. Based on the comparisons gi\'en in Appendix F of the RI 
repon, the perched \\ater Sr-90 concentrations are O\'er predicted (by the computer model) by factors of 
10.000 tll 100.<JOO (it is difficult to tell for sure \\ith the huge log scale used). In addition. the predictions 
shO\\ plutonium concentrations of hundreds of pCi· L in the perched water. This is not supponed by the 
perched,, ater data. Based on these predictions. there is huge uncertainty in the models predicted Sr-90 or 
plutonium conccntrauons in the aquifer. Any decisions made hased on these predictions a.re being made 
under e:-:.ent1:1lly unbounded uncertamty ... [J\1-\\') 

Response: For certmn perched \\ ater \\db. a,, ay from 111a_1or -,oun:e tem1s. large O\ er-predictions in the 
~oncentnll1<.111-, li)r contaminants oc.:.:ur. Hm, e, ~r. nt:ar large :-our.:e term:-. Sr-90 concentration 
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predictions are\\ ithin a factor of l 0. It is recognized that plutonium is on!r-predicted based on the 
a\'ailable sampling data. Plutonium mobility is one of the major issues to be resoh·ed under the Tank 
Fann Rf FS {Oc .3-14). Predicted concentrations of Sr-90 in the SRPA match the measured 
concentrations \Vithin reasonable limits. Cnder OC 3-13. an interim action is being undertaken on the 
SRPA area outside of the l:\TEC fenceline. with the final action to occur underOC 3-14. Operable 
L'nit .3-14 may attempt to quantit~· the uncertainty in the modeled concentrations. 

Comment XJ : A Commentor stated that .. As shown in the vadose zone model transport calibration and 
Sr-90 predictions; contaminants are laterally spread much further in the computer model than is supported 
by the available data. This vadose zone lateral spreading has been assumed to be conservative in that it 
allows water to spread in the model from the percolation ponds and Big Lost river to the area under the 
tank farm and accelerate the transport of contaminants from the upper perched water to the aquifer. 
Ho\l,:ever. this overestimate of lateral spreading means there is an underestimate of vertical movement of 
water and contaminants. Therefore. it is possible that the vadose zone contaminant travel time to the 
aquifer has been underestimated in the model thereby underestimating the future risk in the aquifer (in 
particular for Sr-90>." [J\1-WJ 

Response: The Commentor is correct. It is recognized that the Sr-90 is laterally spread in the model 
more than is observed in the measured values shown. The true lateral spreading of water is maintaining 
the saturation front of the subsurface (vadose zone). Minor impacts on the upper perched water zone 
results from the lateral spreading, but a.major impact (effect) is modeled in the deep perched water. The 
largest source terms are in the Tank Farm Soils (Group I) and the impacts on the SRPA within the 
fenceline will be further refined under OC 3-14. 

Comment 84 : A Commentor stated that "The inconsistencies between the computer model predictions 
(that decisions are based on) and the observed movement ofcontaminants in the perched water must be 
clearly acknowledged. The uncertainty in the predicted aquifer risk should be quantified or the results 
should be qualified in the strongest terms. The risk assessment uncertainty has not been sufficiently 
stated in this Proposed Plan or in the supporting documentation for the Proposed Plan. [JM-W] 

Response: There are recognized differences between the modeling and measured results. These 
differences are shown graphically in Appendix F of the RliBRA Report. which is part of the 
Administrative Record. There are predicted impacts on the aquifer from the surface and near surface 
source terms. but the majo.- impact currently and in the near future is from the use of the injection well. 
Aquifer impacts from the major source term in the Tank Farm Soils will be refined under the OU 3-14. 
The Proposed Plan is a summary document. [n addition. uncertainty \Vas not quantified in the risk 
assessment for OL' 3-13. 

Comment 85 : A Commentor felt that on Page 14. Perched Water. 2".J paragraph a statement should 
ha\·e been made concerning the perched water having been contaminated with RCRA listed waste .. -\ 
Commentor requested that the specific Idaho Groundwater Quality Standards be identified and that the 
time frame for impacts on the aquifer be identified. The Commentor also inquired about the evidence that 
the perched water is a transport pathway between surface soils and the deep aquifer. Also. the 
Commentor was concerned about the K-is used for the contaminants absorbed adsorbed onto surticial soil 
and layers of soil in the basalt \\hen dealing with infiltrating water. The Commentor requested that a 
statement oe made concerning \\hether the perched water presents a risk to the aquifer from the 
contarrnnants already in the perched \\aier or from a<lditional contaminants leached from s_oil percolating 
:surface \\ ,Iler. [ C- \ \' J 

Response: G1\en the leak:; that ha\e occum:d in the Tank Farm. listed hazardous wastes are present in 
the perd1ed aqu11;:r. f J;uardou:-. Ct)lbt ituenh and d1aractenstic ha;:ardous \\ aste \\ as injected into the 
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pl!rchec.J \\:lier and aquifor through the injection well. Additional infom1ation concerning this subject is 
a\ailable in the Administrative Record. specitkally Appendix G of the FS Report. The Idaho 
Grounlh\ater Quality Standards being referred to in the Proposed Plan are the Safe Drinking Water 
standards applied to the SRPA. The perched water is not a viable source of water for consumption. but 
does represent a threat to the S RPA. The intent of this remedial action is to restore the SRPA impacted 
by 1:-.;TEC operations to usability by 2095 outside of the f;-.;TEC fence line. Inside of the I:'.'-JTEC fence 
line,, ill be addressed under Ou 3-14. \\.'ith water being the mechanism that transports contaminants 
through both the unsaturated and saturated zones, the perched water is a transport mechanism for the 
contamination to the SRPA. It is recognized that the l:'\TEC injection well foiled and backup into the 
unsaturated zon~. The residual contamination from these failures can not explain the existing 
contamination in the SRPA without the additional contamination being transported through the perched 
water and into the SRPA. Default Track I and Track 2 K.is were used for the modeling parameters \\·hen 
dealing with contamination in the surticial sediments and interbed materials. Based on the infom1ation 
contained in the Rl:BRA. FS, and FS Supplement Reports. the perched water does represent a threat to 
the SRPA without remedial action being taken to mitigate the risks. 

Comment 86 : A Commentor had a concern about whether the contaminants found in the perc pond 
water posed a threat. The Commentor also \v·as concerned about the im·entory of contaminants in 
soil, basalt abo\'e the perched \Vater. The Commentor had a question concerning the KJs used in 
e\aluating the impacts from the perc pond wastewater on the aquifer. Also. the Commentor inquired 
about which of the contaminant(s) in the soilibasalt are a threat and over what time frame. (C-W} 

Response: Yes, there are contaminants found in the water being discharged into the existing percolation 
ponds. However, there are questions concerning the concentrations of the contaminants in the water. 
Sampling activities are being conducted to resolve the COCs and concentration issues with the water. 
Recent sampling results indicate that the contamination levels are below the MCLs for the primary 
contaminants of concern. Tens and thousands of years into the future. 

B.J.2. Inclusion of Sites in the RI/FS 

Comment 87 : A Commentor stated that .. The Plan notes that the CPP-37 gravel pits and CPP-66 Fly
ash Pit (which both sounds innocuous) will be closed under Idaho Solid \Vaste Rules (IDAPA 16.01.06). 
However. the Site Treatment Plan and the Remedial lnvestigation,Feasibility Study (RI/FS) show the 
Gra\·el Pits as a mixed waste discharge site with a volume of 84.393 cubic meters of waste dumped in the 
two pits. The Rl.'FS lists seven radionuclides in pit# I. and eight radionuclides in pit #2. The Rl!FS lists 
the Fly-ash Pit with four radionuclides and RCRA listed hazardous waste contaminates. [INEL-
95 0056'tt 3-2:!J Similarly. DOE wants to close the CPP-65 Sewage Lagoon under Idaho Waste Water 
Land Applkaiion Rules. yet the Rl,FS lists the site as ha, ing contaminates in the lagoon wastewater. [3-
2:!] These \\ast,e sites must be remediated under the same RCRA requirements as the other mixed 
hazardous, radioactive waste sites." [CB- \VJ 

Response: Site CPP-65 and CPP-66 are not being addressed under this ROD as we believe that other 
regulatory programs are better able to address proper closure. A review of the l:'\EEL Site Treatment 
Plan (STPl was conducted. It was found that these sites are not part of the STP. Both Sites CPP-37a and 
CPP-3:b ure being addressed as part of Group J (Other Surface Soils) under this ROD. Release Site 
CPP-66 \\ as transforred to WAG IO for further ecological risk evaluation and remedial action. if 
nc.:cc.:ssary. The ,c.:\\ age lagoons (CPP-65 l \\ ill he closed in accordance with the pem1it requirements. 

Conunent X:{ ; A C:ommentor folt that ··r;1erl~ are a numher uf sires in this Plan which are not properly 
, char.icten/cd.'. The Commcntor stat.cd that these :-.11cs -.hould he remo\ ed from the Plan and subsequent 

ROD until ch:ir:1ctcri1".1t1on i:-. complete. [C-\\'J 
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Response: We do not understand what sites the Commentor is referring to. All sites were characterized . 
either from process knowledge. interviews. or actual sampling and analysis. Investigations under the 
FFA CO have followed a tiered approach. The approach started with Track I investigations along with 
analysis and then preceded through Track 2 investigations and analysis. These Track I and Track 2 
investigations were then factored into the RliFS \Vork Plan and further investigations v.·ere conducted 
where necessary. Some characterization activities ,viii take place as part of the various remedial actions. 

Comment 89 A Commentor felt that on Page 14, Other Surface Soils, l st paragraph, "Soil which is 
currently stored in boxes and which was not generated during CERCLA investigation or removal 
activities (CPP-92), should not be included in this Group." The Commentor stated that "This waste is no 
different than any other \vaste generated by the IN EEL during routine maintenance or upgrade activities. 
The JNEEL has facilities and dispose of such routine waste. It should not be included in CERCLA 
simply because it simplifies, and may reduce, regulatory compliance requirements. Including this kind of 
soil in the CERCLA program allows the JNEEL a way to circumvent the RCRA disposal requirements. 
which might otherwise attach to the soil. Remove boxed soils. which did not originate from the CERCLA 
program from this Group. [C-W] 

Response: We disagree with the Commentor. The soils in the Site CPP-92 were included in the FFA/CO 
through the New Site Identification (NSJ) process. In order to add the site to the FFA/CO, concurrence 
was obtained from both the EPA and Idaho Department of Health and Welfare/Division of Environmental 
Quality (IDHWiDEQ) along with DOE. Also. the waste that was generated and placed into the boxes 
originated from CERCLA release sites. Lastly, the boxed soils at Site CPP-92 are subject to 
HWMA/RCRA ARARs. panicularly hazardous waste determinations and land disposal restrictions and 
storage ARARs. No RCRA requirements were 'circumvented.· 

8.1.3. Classification of Contaminants 

Comment 90 : A Commentor felt that DOE failed to correctly categorize the other waste as mixed low-
level (MLLW) which requires either approved treatment or disposal in a permitted RCRA Subtitle C 
hazardous waste dump. [CB-W] 

Response: An evaluation of whether the wastes are subject to RCRA disposal requirements in a RCRA 
Subtitle C landfill was made in the Feasibility Study Supplement Report, which is part of the 
Administrative Record. 

Comment 91 : A Commentor stated that "Two of the contaminated soil sites (CPP-28 and CPP-79) 
have transuranic (TRU) elements that cumulatively exceed the TRC definition of I 00 nCi/g. This waste 
must go to a '.'iuclear Regulatory (NRC),Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) approved geologic 
ICDF specifically permitted fqr TRL' waste. Since this contamination resulted from over I 00 leaks in the 
high-level liquid and calcine waste pipes, and acknowledged in DOE's work plan document as HL\V. a 
legitimate case can be make that it still HL Wand subject to '.'iuclear Regulatory Commission disposal 
regulations."' (CB-WJ 

Response: Tank Farm source areas are identified with :.pills of HL Wand SSW. However. we are not 
excavating Tank Fam1 contaminated soils under this action. There is no need to refine our definitions at 
this time. Cnder the Tank Farrn Rl:FS. the issue of waste classification \Viii be further evaluated. 
Decisions concerning the waste classification may also be ma<le under the Idaho HL W & fD EIS ROD. 
In addition. there were not O\er 100 releases of \\aste at l\:TEC associated v,;ith the HLW operations or 
facilities . 
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Comment 9.2 : A Commentor stated that trying to get the Agencies to properly characterize the \Vaste 
has been an ongoing effort. The Commenter also stated that without proper characterization. disposal of 
the waste would not meet the basic requirements for disposal. In addition. the Commentor felt that 
previous disposal activities have been illegal. [CB-TM] 

Response: An evaluation of whether the wastes are subject to RCRA Subtitle C was made in the FSS. 
which is part of the Administrati\'e Record. It was determined that there was a significant amount of 
I~EEL CERCLA soils and debris ha\'ing contaminants other than and in addition to radionuclides. 
Management of the non-radionuclides is subject to the RCRA requirements. We are unaware of any 
'illegal' disposal actions taken under the FFAiCO or under previous RODs. We have characterized 
contaminated media and wastes to the extent necessary to properly manage them. At Test Area North 
(TA:,.i) groundwater. when we learned that the waste was a listed hazardous waste. we voluntarily 
modified the ROD through an ESD to achieve compliance. , 

Comment 93 : A Commentor felt that the gravel pits were mixed waste based on the site treatment plan 
and that the waste would need to be dealt with as a RCRA listed waste. The Commentor also felt that the 
tlyash and the sewage lagoons had similar issues and could not be written off as "No Action Sites." In 
addition, the Commentor stated that further explanation is required in the document. [CB-TM] 

•• 

Response: The gravel pits. flyash pit and sewage lagoons do not appear in the INEEL STP. The STP 
only deals with waste that has been generated and requires treatment under RCRA for dealing with the 
hazardous components. These sites are under the CERCLA program and were assessed for risk. Both the 
human health and ecological risks were determined to be acceptable for the gravel pits and sewage 
lagoons. Remedial action on the gravel pit will be undertaken in Groups 2 (closed pit) and 3 (open pit). 
For the tlyash pit, the human health risk was determined to be acceptable. but presented a potential • 
ecological risk. This site was transferred to WAG 10 for further ecological risk evaluation and 
remediation. if necessary. Closure of both the sewage lagoons will occur under other programs. The 
Proposed Plan is a summary document and does not have the detailed information and rationale. 
Additional infonnation can be found in the RliBRA. FS. and FSS along with this ROD. 

Comment 94 : A Comment stated that .. There are a number of environmental media at ICPP which are 
known to be contaminated with RCRA listed waste. They include the tank farm perched water system. 
the aquifer. and se\'eral soil wastes. There are other soil wastes that may be contaminated with RCRA 
listed wastes. It would be a good idea to address these problems through a risk-based delisting in the 
ROD. By establishing risk-based delisting concentrations in the ROD, then media meeting those 
concentrations could be managed as non-listed (though they might still exhibit a characteristic of 
hazardous waste). This would simplify issues of AOC and LDR at the ICDF, if it is built." (C-W] 

Response: The Commentor is correct. There are areas at J;'\;TEC that have been contaminated with 
\\aste having listed waste constituents. Delisting of the waste is not being pursued under this ROD. 
Delisting would not change how the waste is managed on-site. In addition. delisting decisions under the, 
ROD would not apply to off-site shipments. 

Comment 95 : A Commentor stated that ··:-,;one of the SFE-20 Hot Waste Tank System (Group7) 
(CPP-69) cleanup alternatives offered in the ICPP plan meet regulatory requirements."' The Commenter 
also stated that the classification of the waste in the SFE-20 Hot \Vaste Tank concerning TRU constituent 
\\as not correct. [CB-\\'] 

Response: Preliminary infom1ation supports that concentrations ofTRC may be high enough to require 
dispo:-al l)f the Tank'..; contents at \\"aste Isolation Pilot Plant ( \\"IPP). However. due to the radiological 
hazards and access controls. \\ e ha\·e not completed characterization of thi:,; tank and do not kno\\ ho\\ 
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this waste will be classified at this time. As we ha\·e elected to excavate and remove the tanks and its 
contents in full compliance with all applicable regulations. we must disagree with the Commentor 
concerning our commitment to comply with regulatory requirements .. 

Comment 96 : A Commentor felt that the waste in the SFE-20 tank system v,:as not adequately 
characterized. [CB-TM J 

Response: Preliminary information supports that concentrations ofTRC may be high enough to require 
disposal of the Tank's contents at WlPP. However, due to the radiological hazards and access 
restrictions, we have not completed characterization of this tank, \.vhich would be required even if we 
elected to leave the tank in place. In addition. because the tank contents have not been completely 
characterized, whether the contents of the tanks are mixed waste has not been determined. _Cnder 
evaluation of alternatives, we concluded that Alternative 4 (Removal, Treatment, and Disposal). which 
includes characterizatfon activities, best satisfies the evaluation criteria. In addition, as we have elected to 
excavate and remove the tank and its contents in full compliance with all applicable regulations. \ve must 
disagree with the Commentor concerning our commitment to comply with regulatory requirements. 

Comment 97 : A Commentor felt that the Tank Farm soils are transuranic waste. The Commentor also 
inquired as to whether additional sampling would be conducted and if it would change the waste 
classification. The Commentor also stated that if the Tank Fann soils have sufficient concentrations of 
TRV constituents to be classified as TRC waste the soils would require disposal at a transuranic, deep 
geologic repository. [CB-TM] 

Response: Some of the data from sampling activities in the Tank Farm indicate that there may be soils 
with sufficient concentrations of neptunium (Np), plutonium (Pu), and americium (Am) isotopes to be 
classified as TRU (i.e., greater than 100 nCi/g). Additional sampling is being planned under the Tank 
Fann RI!FS (OU 3-14) to determine the concentrations and classifications of the soils. Based on the new 
and existing information, risks to the environment \Vould be determined and remedial alternatives 
developed. If the soils are excavated and are classified as TRU. disposal in a deep geological ICDF 
would be the disposal location. For alternatives that do not excavate (generate waste) the soils, the soils 
left in place would not be subject to disposal at a deep geological ICDF. but would be required to meet a 
performance objective considering the impacts on the SRPA and surface receptors. 

8.2. Risk Assessment 

Comment 98 : A Commentor felt that the definition of clean that the Department of Energy is using is 
a far cry from what the general public would determine as clean. The Commentor felt that imploding a 
contaminated building above contaminated soil. and then capping it ,vould not meet most peoples 
definition of clean as the amount of contamination that was there before the implosion process began. will 
be there when the capping is completed. [:\1\.1S-W-WJ 

Response: The use of I in I 0,000 is the upper end of the '.'\ational Contingency Plan risk range. A risk 
of I in 1.000.000 is considered the point of departure for additional consideration concerning risks. In 
compliance with the :'JCP, !:\EEL is using the upper limit in making the risk management decisions 
concerning thl! need for remedial action. For the CERCLA .Program. restoration activities are directed at 
rl!storing an area to an acceptable risk. At the !NEEL. an acceptable risk has been defined as I in l 0.000. 
Jue to the background contaminant concentrations that represent a Ix I 0- 5 risk. Therefore .. some 
contamination remains folio,, ing the cleanup acti,·ities. but the residual is considered acceptable from a 
risk perspectin:. There ,ire several alternati,·es evaluatt!d in the final disposition of facilities. with 
··imploding .. and lt!a\ ing the building in place b-:ing one of the alternati,·es. Crit-:ria (risk to the SRPA . 
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risk to surface receptors. worker risk. cost. implementability, etc. J are e\·aluated in selecting the building • 
disposition alternative. If the environmental risks (aquifer and surface) are in the acceptable range for the 
alternative. leaving the building in place \\:ith the contaminated soil beneath may be a viable alternative. 
Closure decisions and approaches are \Vi thin the pur ... ir.:w of the HW;\IA. RCRA closure plans for the 
interim status unit. not the CERCLA OU 3-1 J ROD. Alternatives for consideration in the HWMA/RCRA 
dosure plans are being evaluated in the Idaho HL W & FD EIS. As part of the remedial alternative for the 
building. an engineered barrier (cap) may be necessary to reduce the risks to acceptable le\'els. It is true. 
that for some facility closure. with implosion. that the amount of contaminants remaining \viii be the 
amount that was present before facility disposition. This would be considered a viable alternative 
provided that the SRPA is not adversely impacted. Actions are being taken to reduce impacts to the 
SRPA to acceptable levels and then all future actions will need to be within the cumulative acceptable 
risk range. 

Comment 99 : A Commenter agreed with the risk assessment approach established. and the specific 
objectives of the Proposed Plan. [C21-W] 

Response: Thanks. we appreciate the comment. The risk assessment \Vas prepared in accordance with 
the EPA national guidance. Standard or default assumptions along with 95% upper confidence 
concentrations were used to assess the risks. Follov,·ing the risk assessment, remedial alternatives 1.vere 
developed and evaluated to mitigate andior reduce the risks to acceptable levels. This information is then 
summarized into the PrC?posed Plan along with a recommended (preferred) alternative. 

Comment JOO : A Commenter inquired concerning Page 47, Table 10, what the cumulative risk at 
INTEC would be if all of these sites were included into the calculations. The Commenter stated that 
"Risk should be calculated across ICPP from all of the CERCLA sites, not just those chosen for inclusion • 
in the Proposed Plan." The Commenter also requested that the cumulative risk from all CERCLA sites at 
INTEC be stated. [C-W] 

Response: The cumulative risk at INTEC for the CERCLA release sites was determined to be 
unacceptable. The baseline risk assessment considered all of the knovm CERCLA release sites. The 
release sites presented in Table lO of the Proposed Plan are release sites that individually do not have an 
unacceptable risk and do not significantly affect the cumulative risk for CERCLA sites at INTEC. It 
should be noted that an individual will chronically have exposure to soil at only one locatioi:i, but that 
individual will breathe air and drink ground\•,:ater that potentially can be affected by contaminants from 
all of the sites. This results in the risk assessment essentially evaluating the cumulative risk from all of 
the sites. Section 27 of the RI/BRA Report presents the cumulative risk assessment results. 

Comment IO I : A Commenter could not find a section on the uncertainty in the risk assessment. in the 
Proposed Plan. Particularly. the uncertainty in the groundwater risk predictions and whether the 
uncem:iinty can be quantified. The primary source of this uncertainty is the uncertainty in the Sr-90 and 
plutonium inventory released to the environment, the rate at which the Sr-90 and plutonium is moving 
from the surface sediments to the underlying basalts. and the transport through the vadose zone to the 
aquifer. [J:\.1-W] 

Response: Then: was no uncertainty discussion in the Proposed Plan. The Proposed Plan is a summary 
document containing information found in the Rl,'BRA. FS. and FSS Reports. A qualitative discussion of 
the uncenamty in the modeling is contained in Section 6 a111.l :\ppendix F of the Rl:'BRA Report. Most of 
the uncerrainty in the source terms for Sr-90 and plutonium 1s. 111 the Tank Farm Soils (Group 1,. ,~hich 
\\ill he fi.tnher in\estil!:.1ted and evaluated in the Tank Farm RI FS (Ol: 3-14). In addition. the analvsis 
prcscntl!d 111 the Rf BRA. FS. and FSS did notattempt to ~1uantity the uncertainty as this would req~ire a 
con~iderablc additional amount of data and :;uh:;cquent analy~is. 
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Comment l 02 : .-\ Commentor questioned whether some sites in this Plan present a real risk to human 
health:environment. If they don't. they should be remo\·ed from the Plan or a viable risk should be 
demonstrated. [C-W) 

Response: We are not sure which sites the Commentor refers to. Release sites without an unacceptable 
risk were recommended for "'.',;o Action" or "No Future Action" depending on the condition of the source 
term for the release site. 

Comment 103 : A Commentor wondered, since the proposed ICDF will be outside the I 00-year 
floodplain and thus will be acceptable under both RCRA and TSCA. how long will the radioactive 
portion of the waste present a risk to the environment? DOE Order 5820.2A requires a risk assessment 
for the radionuclide portion of the waste. What are the results of this risk assessment? [C-WJ 

Response: In the evaluation of the materials for potential disposal in the ICDF, some waste could remain 
sufficiently radioactive to present an unacceptable risk to human health receptors for approximately 800 
years. This infonnation is presented in the RI/BRA. FS. and FSS Reports. In addition, the ICDF will be 
designed, constructed, operated, and closed to not adversely impact the SRPA or surface receptors. 
Additional risk analysis will be conducted under remedial design activities. The specific WAC will be 
developed with agency concurrence during remedial design. 

8.2.I. Human Health Risk Assessment 

Comment 104 : A Commentor was concerned that DOE is not using "maximum" contaminant data. 
For instance, the Snake River Aquifer risk assessment -90 levels used by DOE is 8.1 yet DOE's own 
sampling data in the RI/FS shows 14 aquifer monitoring wells that exceed the MCL including USGS-04 7 
with Sr-90 levels over 60 pCi/L. [INEL-95/0056; D-19] DOE additionally fails to acknowledge aquifer 

· tritium contamination in excess of the MC Ls. DO E's use of arbitrarily low or averaged sample data 
results in unreliable and non-conservative risk assessments. [CB-W] 

Response: There are a number of.aquifer \'Velis near the INTEC facility that currently measure 
concentrations of radionuclides exceeding the MCLs. In assessing the risk to a hypothetical future 
resident. the maximum contaminant concentrations predicted by the computer modeling were used. The 
MCL for radionuclides, beta and gamma emitters is 4mrem/yr from all sources. The MCLs listed are 
calculated as if they were the only radionuclide present. Tritium. Sr-90 and 1-129 all exceed \1CLs today. 
However, the reasonable timeframe that we would expect before the aquifer may serve as a drinking 
water source in the vicinity of the ICPP by future residential users is year 2095. \1CLs for this year 2095 
future use scenario, are modeled to be within acceptable levels for all but lodine-129 and Sr-90. The 8.1 
pCi/L Sr-90 referred to by the Commentor is the predicted value, rather than a measured value. 

Comment I 05 : A Commentor thought the Proposed Plan for the clean up for the contaminated soils in 
the groundwater appeared to be well done under the overall conservative assumptions in the regulations 
by which they have to abide. The major concern ,,·as with the estimate and the calculations, in that overly 
conservative values have been used due to usin¥ a linear- and no-threshold approach. which has been 
shown to be incorrect. 

The Commentor pointed to recent scientific values of at least 5 rem -- and there are actually two more 
recent \·alues of IO and 20 rem that have been reported instead of the 15 mR would lead tQ much lower 
cost t\wres for accomplishing a cleanup. Therefore. they felt that either these higher figures should be 
used. or at 11·,tst e,·al uated as an a!ternati,·e cost estimate basis. { LJ-TI J 
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Response: Although this issue is controversial. we must conclude that based on the limited data 
concerning low dose epidemiological studies. the epidemiological data base is of very limited value in 
assessing dose response relationships. Based on the assessment of our experts and others, no alternate
dose response relationship appears to be more plausible than the linear non-threshold model on the basis 
of present scientific knowledge. For radiation protection purposes, the weight of evidence causes us to 
continue to conclude that the risk from radiation increases linearly with the dose, in the low dose range 
above natural background radiation levels. 

Comment I 06 : The measure of acceptable risk to human health as being I in I 0,000 is very 
conservative. However. we can accept that criterion if the risk assessment is done in an acceptable 
science-based manner. Our major concern is that the risk assessment values calculated in this plan are 
based upon a nonscientific hypothesis. All risk calculations are based on the "linear-no-threshold" 
hypothesis. which links risks of cancer to radiation doses down to zero. There is no scientific evidence to 
support this theory. In fact the Council of Scientific Society Presidents has stated that radiation levels 
below IO rem per year are not clearly linked to an increased risk of cancer for adults. Therefore follO\ving 
recommendations are offered on the Proposed Plan. [C21-W] 

Response: The use of 1 in I 0,000 is the upper end of the NCP risk range. A risk of I in 1,000,000 is 
considered the point of departure. The INEEL is using the upper limit in making the risk management 
decisions concerning the need for remedial action. 

Although this issue is controversial. we must conclude that based on the limited data concerning low dose 
epidemiological studies, the epidemiological data base is of very limited value in assessing dose response 
relationships. Based on the assessment of our experts and others. no alternate-dose response relationship 
appears to be more plausible than the linear non-threshold mo~el on the basis of present scientific 
knowledge. For radiation protection purposes, the weight of evidence causes us to continue to conclude 
that the risk from radiation increases linearly with the dose, in the low dose range above natural 
background radiation le\'els. · 

Comment 107 : A group ofCommentors recommend that risk calculations be done based upon more 
scientific criteria. For example: Take the Federal Limit on Public Radiation Exposure from the NRC 
General Public Limit of 0.1 rem/yr as the baseline or threshold for zero risk of cancer for the public. Take 
the Federal Limit on Worker Radiation Exposure of 5.0 remiyr as the baseline for zero risk of cancer to a 
worker. [C:? 1-\\/] 

Response: Within the EPA regulations. a dose of 15 mRem/yr is considered the maximum allowable 
exposure for the general population. This dose roughly corresponds a risk of 3 in I 0,000. Because there 
currently is not a better theory on radiation dose effect than the linear-no-threshold hypothesis. risks are 
calculated with zero risk at zero dose. A dose ofO.I rem/yr ( 100 mRem/yr) would correspond to a risk of 
7 in I 0,000 and a dose of 5.0 remiyr (5,000 mRemiyr) would correspond to a risk of 3 in I 00. Both of 
these doses are considerably over the EPA standard and would be considered an unacceptable risk. In 
addition. the EPA is considered the primary organization responsible for determining risks to human 
health and the en\'ironment. 

Comment I 08 : Regarding the human health risk assessment portion of the Proposed Plan. page 17. a 
Commenter questioned. "what happened to the future resident beyond 2095? [C-W] 

Response: We are sorry for the confusion. The risks to workers both current and future (2095 and 
bc}ond) \\ere: analyzed in addition to the future resident (2095 a.nd beyond). There \Vere not any release 
sites that had an unacc!.!ptabk risk to workers. either current or future. that did not also ha\'e an 
unacceptable n.;k to the future resi1.knt. Based on this. the need to take remedial action for release sites 
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was specified using the future resident. It should be noted that for all land use scenarios (current and 
future worker along \Vith future resident) an unacceptable risk was defined as I in 10.000. Also. workers 
are additionally protected with worker controls that were not taken into account in assessing the risks. 

Comment 109 : A Commentor stated. "but you promise to clean. it up. And if l haven't died from trace 
exposure to atomic waste in my aquifer I just may li\'e to see it. [RK-W] 

Response: The CERCLA program is committed to cleaning up the contaminated areas at the J:-.;EEL. 
including contaminated soils. This ROD has selected remedial actions to remediate various areas located 
at INTEC. The risk numbers calculated by CERCLA methods are the probability that an exposure will 
lead to a tumor. The exposure is calculated based on a number of factors resulting in a chronic dose. 
This chronic dose is evaluated as being received over many years (30 years for residential scenario). 
Even if the exposure results in a tumor, the tumor will not necessarily lead to a fatal cancer. No off-site 
impacts from the IN EEL that result in unacceptable risk to the public were discovered by the OC 3-13 
RJ.:FS. 

B.2.2. Ecological Risk Assessment 

Comment I IO : A Co~mentor wanted to know how the Agencies propose to address ecological risks 
such that species ranging the entire 1:--JEEL will be protected. [C-W] 

Response: For the ecological risk evaluation (screening level risk analysis) conducted at WAG 3 or 
INTEC, evaluations were done on an individual release site basis. These ecological risk evaluations used 
both actual uptake factors and hypothetical uptakes (based on similar species) for ecological receptors. 
These ecological risk evaluations resulted in some sites having a potential ecological impact. Release 
sites without a potential ecological impact were eliminated from ecological concerns. Many sites at 
WAG 3 had a potential ecological risk at the same release site as an unacceptable human health risk. For 
release sites having both an unacceptable human health and potential ecological risk, the remediation of 
the site to human health standards will also be designed to address the potential ecological risk issues. 
Some sites had a potential ecological risk without an unacceptable human health risk. For these sites, the 
remediation levels are designed to reduce the contamination to levels below the concentrations resulting 
in a potentially unacceptable ecological risk. One site. CPP-66: Fly Ash Pit, is being deferred to WAG I 0 
to address the potential ecological risk impacts from the release site. In addition, a final !NEEL-wide 
ecological risk assessment. including the impacts on populations. will be conducted under the WAG I 0 
RiiFS. 

Comment 111 : A Commentor stated the ecological risk assessment method and results are 
misrepresented and this section needs to be clarified. For example. the first step of the ERA process is a 
background and EBSL screening, however an additional (much less conservative) assessment is then 
performed on those sites that are not eliminated by this screen. This information needs to be included or 
the paragraph rewritten. since currently it gives the impression that the preliminary screen is the only step 
performed. ~fore importantly is the inclusion of an appropriate discussion concerning the additional site 
and contaminate elimination step requested by the DOE-JD. EPA. and IDHW. Based on the results of the 
ERA. those sites that had hazard quotients ( HQs) greater than 1.0 (27 sites) were eliminated as a concern 
by the risk managers if the soil concentrations (at the 95'fo CCL or max [which ever was lower]) was less 
than IOX background or if the HQ \\as less than 10. This eliminated all but 16 sites of the 27 sites (as 
well as multiple contaminants). Of these 16 sites. 4 were solely an ecological risk. This needs to be more 
clearly statt.:d in the text since it gi\·es the impression that of the 27 sites. 4 were solely an ecological risk 
and this is not the case. The statement that the remaining 64 sites do not pose risk to ecologicai re:::•.!ptors 
should be re\\fitten to state that the remaining 64 site" \\ere t.:liminated as a concern to ecological 
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receptors by the risk assessment process. Due to the uncertainty in the risk assessment process (also true • 
of human health) it is not responsible to state that --no risk·· (implying zero risk) is posed. [RV-\\'] 

Response: :--:o changes were made to the final Proposed Plan to address this issue. The ecological risk 
evaluation in this ROD was written and expanded upon the Proposed Plan to address this comment. 

8.3. Remedial Action Objectives 

Comment 112 : A Commentor was concerned that the RAO of 2E-4 is consistent neither with NCP nor 
the statement on page 17 of this Plan ,vhich states that: " ... total excess risk may not exceed one in 
I 0.000." achieved by adding the risks from groundwater and soil. The RAO should be to reduce the risk 
at the site. from all pathways to acceptable levels. In addition, CERCLA identifies I E-4 as the point at 
which remediation is required. not the point at which it stops. Ideally remediation, once begun, should 
reduce risk to as close to I E-6 as is possible within the CERCLA decision making criteria. Strongly 
suggest the RAO be modified to comply with the NCP. [C-W] 

Response: The ~CP defines the acceptable risk range as Ix I 0·4 to Ix I 0-''. The RAO is to reduce the risk 
from all pathway-. to within this risk range for the residential scenario. Due to the fact that the risk from 
background radiation at the IN EEL is approximately I x l 0·5• it has been determined appropriate to 
remeidate to the upper end of the :,..;cp risk range. In addition, this RAO. is using a residential scenario for 
the INTEC. which is a conservative assumption. 

Comment 113 : A Commentor felt it is not a reasonable presumption that a person might build a house 
inside the current, ICPP fence, but drill a drinking water well outside the current fence. Thus establishing • 
RAOs for the groundwater outside the fence only while allowing people to live within the fence is not 
acceptable or consistent. Choose - where will people live and get drinking water, inside or outside the 
fence'? Be consistent!! If this results in different, less aggressive. remedial actions inside the fence, that 
is acceptable.just make it clear to the public. [C-W] 

Response: The Commentor is correct. There is an apparent inconsistency in the approach for 
groundwater discussed in the Proposed Plan. Due to this inconsistency issue, the remedy for the SRPA 
has been changed to an interim action the area outside of the INTEC fenceline. The final action on the 
SRPA. includ~g the area inside the INTEC fenceline, will be evaluated and the dedsion made under the 
Ot..: 3-14 RIIFS project. 

Comment I 14 : Reserved. 

Response: 

Comment 115 : A Commentor questioned whether the proposed I 00 year RAO will adequately protect 
the future value of regional groundwater resources and the economic activities they support. [L-W] 

Response: The remedial action objective (RAO) of year 2095. is based on our prediction that government 
control of (?\EEL may end and uncontrolled development may occur unless we commit to additional 
remedial controls. This scenario is used in our risk assessment process rather than assume that we\\. ill 
maintain all of 1:--:EEL as a government facility in perpetuity. Areas like the ICDF will have these 
remedial controls placed on the ICDF area. It will be designed. constructed and maintained as long as the 
threat to human health and the en\'ironment persists. These controls will include periodic reviews that the • 
remedy remains protecti,e. land use restrictions. cap maintenance and other tangible physical controls as 
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necessary . Our commitment to the SRPA is that it be restored by the year 2095 so that it is available for 
use in the future economic development of the area. 

Comment 116 : A Commentor questioned whether the goals of the current plan were: I) that the Chem 
Plant be clean enough for people to live there by 2095; 2) and that the contamination levels. then in the 
Snake River Aquifer be low enough for people to get \vater nearby? [SRA-W] 

Response: The Commentor is correct. Our goal is to restore soil areas where excavation will take place 
and the underlying aquifer so that future users will not be at an unacceptable risk. The ICDF and other 
capped soil areas will be maintained so as to prevent future access. Also, there are areas at l~TEC that 
will not be clean enough for people to live or work unrestricted by 2095. For these areas, engineering and 
institutional controls will continue to be maintained until the risk is acceptable. 

Comment 117 : A Comrrientor asked why the proposed MCL for 1-129 is approximately 20 pCiiL or 
more than 4 times the computer model predicted peak I-129 concentrations after year 2095. The 
Commentor recognized that 20 pCiiL was not the legal standard but was of the understanding it is the 
current scientific srandard. The Commentor wanted clarification to the public that the proposed 
groundwater remedial action is based on groundwater action level concentrations that are significantly 
below the MCL supported by the scientific community. The Commentor noted the EPA proposed the 
MCL of 20 pCi/L been recognized by the U.S. Government's own scientist as more appropriate than the 
25 to 30 year old legal standard of I pCi/L. [JM-W] 

Response: The Commentor is incorrect. At one time, a method for calculation of the MCLs resulting in 
the 1-129 MCL of 20 pCi/L was proposed. This approach was not promulgated. New proposed MCLs 
have been proposed by the EPA and the proposal includes a MCL for l-129 MCL of I pCi/L. These new 
standards are expected to become effective by November 2000. In addition, the l-129 MCL of I pCiiL is 
derived from the 4 mRem/yr dose MCL under the Safe Drinking Water Act. 

8.4. Compliance with ARARs 

Comment 118 : A Commentor was concerned that the Agencies have been vague about the definition of 
AOC for WAG 3 and other WAGs. The "AOC" has varied, depending on what was "convenient" at the 
time. As an example. refer to the removal action conducted for the electrical system upgrade. For that 
removal action, the AOC was defined very strictly around each OU. ~ow the Agencies want to make it 
much broader. This is not consistent. Also, the area proposed for the fCDF cannot be part of the AOC 
since it is not part of "continuous or contiguous" contamination associated with WAG 3. The ICDF 
cannot be considered part of the WAG 3 AOC. [C-W] 

Response: The definition of the AOC is consistent with being within the "continuous or contiguous" 
area of contamination at INTEC. Release Site CPP-95 (ICPP Windblown Plume) has a contaminated area 
extending both south and north of INTEC. The areal extent of CPP-95 u~ed in establishing the AOC is 
the area that is not available for free release or unrestricted used due to the existing contamination. 
Existing institutional controls (access restrictions. land use restrictions, and radiological monitoring) must 
remain in place until 2095 for the site to become available for free release or unrestricted used. Based on 
the restriction on the land use for CPP-95 and that the other sites in WAG 3 requiring remediation are 
within the areal extent of CPP-95. the restricted portion of CPP-95 is defined as the AOC. The areal 
extent of the AOC is presented with Figure 2-1 for Appendix C of the FSS Report. This is.a large area of 
continuous or contiguous contamination and includes the location of the ICDF. Removal actions do not 
ha\·e the ability to establish an AOC outside of the scope of the project and are generally conducted on 
limited·scope or area. This ROD is making decisions for all of the known release sites at l~TEC and is 
Jetem1ining the \\"AG 3 AOC. 
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Comment 1 I 9 : A Commentor wanted to know what kind of air emission controls will be in place 
during Chem Plant cleanup. particularly soil mo\·ement'? [SRA-WJ 

Response: Various controls and actions will be used during the remedial actions to control air emissions. 
These controls and actions. such as dust suppression, will be applied to all remedial actions, including soil 
movement as appropriate and necessary. Also. short term risk concerns for workers, the community. and 
the environment will be further addressed at part of the remedial design and cleanup activities to ensure 
protectiveness. 

Comment 120 : A Commenter noted perched water under ICPP is considered to be "waters of the state" 
and is covered by Idaho Water Quality Standards. ARA Rs for this OU. Alternative 2 does very little to 
actively pursue compliance with these requirements. these ARARs. Please do not boldly state that 
Alternative 2 meets all of the ARARs. It does not. The Agencies are lying to the public again. [C-\VJ 

Response: The selected remedy for Group 4 (Perched Water) consists of reducing recharge to the 
perching zones. This remedy will ensure that in the future, insufficient quantities of water in the 
contaminated zones are available for drinking water purposes. During the drainout period. the perched 
zones \Viii be institutionally controlled to ensure the perched water is not utilized for drinking water 
purposes. Additionally, this remedy will reduce the flux of surface contamination to the regional aquifer. 
Since much of the contaminant mass in the vadose zone at INT EC is adsorbed to sedimentary material, 
rather than soluble in the perched water itself .. actively pumping and treating these perched zones offers 
little additional long-term benefit, at significantly increased expense. This issue was openly discussed 
during the public meetings for cleanup of OU 3- I 3. The selected remedy is consistent with the provisions 
of the Idaho Groundwater Quality Rule and meets ARARs. 

Comment 121 : A Commentor noted, regardless of the alternatives selected, clean-up activities must be 
done in compliance with all mandated requirements. Most of the activities involved in WAG 3 are 
located within previously disturbed areas within the fenced area of INTEC. Historic structures are present 
within the study area. and a complete assessment of effect will need to be completed. This is required 
under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act.(36 CFR 800.2(0)( I)) [SBT-W] 

Response: Compliance with Section I 06 will be achieved as will compliance with all applicable or 
relevant and appropriate requirements. 

Comment 122 : A Commentor pointed out that groups I. 3. 6. and 7 include preferred alternatives 
which require surface-water control. and/or soil excavation. These actions may disturb cultural resources 
during excavation. In that case, all ,vork must halt if buried cultural resources are encountered, and 
notification made to the LIMITCO Cultural Resources Staff so that they can work with the Tribes in 
assessing the resources. mitigating the damages as necessary. and authorizing continuance of excavation. 
Group 2. Soils Under Buildings: The D&D of all buildings must be done in compliance with Section I 06 
of the Historic Preservation Act. as stated above. Soils from the borrow area need to be closely monitored 
to insure that cultural deposits are not inadvertently introduced into the construction area. If deposits are 
found. a stop-work policy should be put into place and notification made to the proper technical groups as 
outlined in the Agreement in Principle (AIP) between the Shoshone Bannock Tribes and the DOE. For 
Groups 3. 4. and 5: selection and construction of the disposal areas will need to be carefully considered. 
The areas will need to be surveyed for cultural resources that may be present. \vhich would require 
substantial testing. This is especially true if the Big Lost River is diverted or lined becaus~ of the 
historical importance of the ri\er to the Tribes. [SBT-\\"] 
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Response: Performing an archeological survey prior to any site disturbance is a long practiced 
requirement at !NEEL. If cultural resources are encountered. \vork will be halted or moved from the 
affected location until proper precautions can be taken to protect invaluable cultural resources. 

Comment 123 : A Commentor noted that because of the proposed use. the facilities will be very long 
term. The effect to cultural resources, in the event they are present in the area, would also be long term. 
:vtany of these resources are a non-renev,:able testament to the Shoshone-Bannock history. or are 
resources that still have considerable importance to the Tribes. After the areas have been closely 
inspected prior to construction, close monitoring during construction will be required to insure that 
cultural resources are not damaged or destroyed. !vtitigation of damage to cultural resource sites will need 
to be coordinated with the Shoshone Bannock Tribes and contractors as outlined in the AIP. [SBT-WJ 

Response: Performing an archeological survey prior to any site disturbance is a long practiced 
requirement at INEEL. If cultural resources are encountered, work will be halted or moved from the 
affected location until proper precautions can be taken to protect invaluable cultural resources. The 
location of the ICDF is in a partially disturbed area. The Group 3 soils are in already disturbed areas. 
Also. both of these areas are within the existing atcheological survey zones. This will help to minimize 
cultural resource impacts. 

Comment 124 : A Commentor noted that where the preferred alternative calls for the removal. storage 
and treatment of contaminated water, it should be kept in mind that this action might indirectly affect 
cultural re~ources. The full scope treatment and storage plan will need to be reviewed and commented 
on. The feasibility of cleaning up water resources will need to be demonstrated, and assurances given that 
the process of cleaning up perched and aquifer waters will not cause more problems and contamination 
than currently exist. [SBT-W] 

. Response: If necessary to restore the aquifer to drinking water quality, the groundwater extraction and 
treatment system will be sited so as to minimize the impact to cultural resources. Implementation of the 
contingency action for aquifer cleanup. will only be in response to clear evidence that: (I) extraction and 
treatment is necessary to meet the aquifer restoration timeframe; and (2) treatment technology can cost
effectively remove the hazardous contaminant (i.e .. 1-129) from the groundwater. Disposal of the treated 
groundwater ,viii also be such as to minimize the impact on cultural resources and comply with ARARs. 

Comment 125 : A Commentor suggested reasons against siting a new disposal site at the Chem Plant is 
found in the NRC's IO CFR Part 61 regulations for land disposal of radioactive waste, which should be 
included with other Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate ("ARA Rs"). RCRA ,subtitle C requirements 
do not apply to LL W Under Part 61, "The primary emphasis in disposal site suitability is given to 
isolation of wastes, a matter having long-tenn impacts, and to disposal site features that the long-term 
performance objectives of Subpart C of this part are met. as opposed to short-term convenience or 
benefits!O CFR 61.50(a). This same primary emphasis appears in the joint ~RC-EPA siting guidelines. 
~RC's regulations go on to note that "The disposal site must designed to comp/emelll and improi·e. 11-/1ere 
appropriate. the ability. of the sire's cliaracreristics 10 assurt! rhat the pe1/ormance objectii·es ofSuhparr 
C <~{this part will meet JO CFR 61.5/fa)(.JJ." [L-\VJ 

Response: The Commentor is correct. RCRA Subtitle C requirements do not apply to disposal of LL W. 
Ho,,.·e\·er. the design criteria for a RCRA Subtitle C disposal facility are more conservative and 
prescriptive. DOE Order -+35. I was added as a To Be Considered (TBC) ARAR to deal wjth the LL \V 
issue. In addition, the Commentor apparently cited an incorrect section of the Code of Federal 
Regulations(CFR}. The correct citation is 10 CFR61.51(a)(3). 
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Comment 126 : A Commentor felt that the ICDF is a transparent attempt by the Agencies to avoid 
treating mixed waste to LOR standards prior to disposal. Please describe how a groundwater monitoring 
system would be designed to detect releases from the ICDF when the .. background" concentrations of 
contaminants is already high·? Where would the upgradient .. 'clean" well(s) be located'? Where would the 
do,,.ndgradient wells be located so that on contamination from the ICDF would be detected'? [C-WJ 

Response: The ICDF is not an attempt to avoid treating and appropriately disposing of mixed and oiher 
hazardous , .. astes. (~EEL CERCLA waste (soil and debris) from within the AOC would not necessarily 
require treatment prior to disposal. The in-AOC waste would be required to meet the acceptance criteria 
for the ICDF. If treatment is necessary for in-AOC waste to meet the acceptance criteria (stabilization for 
subsidence or leaching control). the waste would be treated prior to disposal. IN EEL CERCLA waste 
from outside the AOC. would be required to meet the requirements of Phase IV of the Land Disposal 
Restrictions (LDRs) regulations. For Ol.J 3-13 soils and debris, which have triggered placement. 
treatment to the Phase IV LDRs will be required prior to disposal in the ICDF. The monitoring network 
for ICDF will be designed and evaluated during the development of the remedial design. In addition, the 
monitoring network will be designed to detect releases from the ICDF. Wastes to be disposed of in the 
ICDF would be pre-treated as necessary to minimize leachate generation in the ICDF landfill 
environment. The LOR restrictions were enacted to assure that wastes disposed in landfills not leach and 
contaminate the underlying aquifer. The WAC and pre-treatment requirements required for the ICDF will 
achieve this goal. 

Comment 127 : A Commentor wanted it made clear to the public, that if the ICDF is determined to be 
within the WAG 3 AOC, that RCRA hazardous waste may be placed into the facility without treatment to 
meet LDRs. [C-W] . 

Response: We agree. Discussion is contained in the ROD that states WAG 3 CERCLA wastes, \Vhich 
are consolidated within the AOC, will not be required to meet LDRs. INEEL CERCLA waste material 
from outside of the AOC will be required to meet the Phase IV LO Rs. In addition. only waste from 
!SEEL CERCLA remedial or removal projects will be considered for disposal in the ICDF" and these 
wastes.will be required to meet the acceptance criteria. 

B.S. Development of Alternati\'es 

Comment 128 : A Commentor felt that it does not make sense to dig up contaminated materials and 
bury them somewhere else.[TW-W] 

Response: The goal of the OU 3-13 project is to reduce the risk posed by the OU 3-13 sites to acceptable 
levels. Leaving wastes in place would require perpetual long tern, monitoring and maintenance. 
Removal of the contaminated soil and debris will result in being able to use the area for other future 
purposes. Removal of the contamination and appropriate disposal wiil result in a larger reduction in risk 
than lea\'ing the waste in place. Based on this we concluded that removal and disposal of contamination 
best satisfo:d the evaluation criteria. 

Comment 129 : A Commentor felt that under ··Altemati, e De\'elopment E\'aluation and 
Recommendations··. the alternatives and costs are me_aningless without quantitative information on the 
risk reduction that\\ ill result from implementing the action. What are the taxpayers buying with this 
money'! In all tht! gray cost margin boxes. please include the estimated risk reduction info_rmation next to 
lhe cost of the altemathe. The risk reduction infom,ation should include both the initial estimated risk 
:ind the esttmated risk after implementation of the altematiw. It is absolutely impossible to make an 
mformed ueci:..ion on \\ hich alternath e is most appropriate \\ ithout knowing the predicted risk reduction. 
[J\1-WJ 
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Response: The alternatives in the FS and FSS Reports were developed and evaluated to reduce the risks 
to acceptable levels. Alternatives were not developed to reduce the risks to different levels below and 
including acceptable levels given the existing background contaminant concentration alternatives were 
not developed. All of the alternatives selected in this ROD will reduce the risk to acceptable levels. A 
quantitative risk reduction analysis would be useful if cleanups were being considered at different levels 
or points of compliance. 

B.6. Implementation of Alternatives 

Comment 130 : A Comment or recommended that for Group 2 the contaminated dirt should be left in 
place. The Commentor thought this is logical. but in other instances, such as VES-SFE-20, you intend to 
perform total removal. This is not consistent. If you can indeed leave Group 2 soil in place. it follows 
that you should be able to leave VES-SFE-20 and other contamination in place. [TW-WJ 

Response: Group 2 represents a unique problem for managing contaminated soils at INEEL. These 
areas are still in operation and located under structures. We could have chosen to wait several decades for 
the detenninations to be made on the above ground structures. However. \Ve have elected to establish a 
performance standard at this time. The end state of these contaminated soils ,viii be to provide sufficient 
protection to the underlying groundwater and future site users. As for the SFE-20 Tank System, the most 
cost effective and risk reducing alternative is Alternative 4. Based on this we concluded that Alternative 
4 (Removal, Treatment, and Disposal), best satisfied the evaluation criteria. 

Comment 131 : A Commentor wondered, how long are engineered barriers assumed to last'? The 
engineered barrier for the soil under buildings will be designed to last 1,000 years, but how does that 
relate to the length of time residual contamination will pose a hazard? [SRA-WJ 

Response: The design Ii fe of engineered barriers is based on the material used in the construction. The 
contaminants at INTEC will present an unacceptable risk for a significant period of time (beyond 2095). 
Based on this. the engineered barriers will be constructed using native or natural materials having useful 
properties in the geological timeframes ( 1.000+ years). For most of the radioactive contaminants 
expected to be disposed in the ICDF, a I ,000-year design \viii result in greater than one millionfold 
decrease from the initial concentration, due to radioactive decay. For non-radioactive metal 
contaminants. these will remain hazardous indefinitely. Contaminants will not be placed in the landfill 
\Vhich have a high potential to leach to groundwater. Cap maintenance to prevent future intrusion will 
continue as long as an unacceptable risk remains. The engineered barriers (caps) will be designed to 
remain effective to at least the amount of time that the contamination present would present an 
unacceptable risk. 

Comment I 32 : A Commentor asked. "will any of the caps or covers proposed for the Chem Plant 
require maintenance? Please describe this effort fully." [SRA-WJ 

Response: Yes, there will be monitoring and.maintenance activities for the engineered barriers (caps) 
following the construction activities. A strong post-closure monitoring and maintenance program is 
required to insure that any landfill contains the disposed \,:astes. The final cover \Viii be designed to 
minimize maintenance needs. Requirements for the monitoring and maintenance plans \vill be developed 
as pan of the remedial desigfl rrocess. 

B.6.1. Environmental '.\lonitoring 
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Comment 133 : A Commentor \\ ondered. since the preferred Alternative 2 calls for continuing existing 
en\'ironmental monitoring. What monitoring is currently underway'! I know of no ground\".ater 
monitoring. in particular. \.,·hich is intended. or capable. of detecting releases from any particular unit. 
How\\ ill the lack of such monitoring be deemed protective of ~uman health and the environment'? This 
Alternative is a .. feel good" alternative because it makes the public feel good - because they don't know 
enough to realizt! they've been hoodwinked again. This alternati\·e. as worded. is not acceptable. [C-WJ 

Response: Environmental monitoring for Group 2 soils where the hazard is based on surface exposure is 
a periodic e\.aluation of what exposures workers and the public are exposed to in and around the Group 2 
buildings. A detailed post-ROD monitoring plan will be developed during remedial design:remedial 
action. 

Comment 13-t : A Commentor stated that "l'vtost of the Alternative include continued "environmental 
monitoring." The fact is few. if any. of these sites are currently subject to site-specific environmental 
monitoring. Your portrayal that they are is misleading, at best. and a damned lie, at worst. The INEEL 
cannot detect contaminant releases from any specific site. and \vould be lucky to detect additional releases 
from the ICPP as a whole ... [C-W] 

Response: Discussion of the proposed type of environmental monitoring for the various remedial action 
groups is included within this ROD. We recognize the difficulty in detecting releases at INTEC. A 
monitoring plan is being developed ·co conduct the long-term monitoring at INTEC. This monitoring plan 
\\.'ill address the issue .of releases from specific locations at I~TEC. 

Comment 135 : A Commentor when referring to Page 43. Alternative I stated that "There is no 
site-specific environmental monitoring. to my knowledge, at this site. Don't state there is; it's a lie." 
[C-WJ 

Response: The environmental monitoring referred to for this non-selected alternative would have 
consisted of monitoring the perched water wells in the immediate area. In addition, two additional 
monitoring wells clusters would have been constructed next the SFE-20 Tank System and monitored to 
identify releases. 

Comment 136 : A Commenter was unsure what the Proposed Plan meant in the Evaluation of Site 
Risks section. Environmental monitoring. What will this consist of? Is any such program currently 
carried out at these sites'? If a specific environmental program now exists. what budget is it under'? [C-\VJ 

Response: Environmental-monitoring acti\·ities can consist of\ arious types of monitoring (air exposure. 
direct exposure. and groundwater contamination). The environmental monitoring for each of the remedial 
action groups. if necessary. is different. Additional details concerning the environmental monitoring for 
the remedial action groups can be found in rnrious sections of the ROD. \fany of the sites requiring 
remedial action are not currently monitored for releases to the em·ironment. Currently, there are se\ eral 
programs conducting environmental monitoring at the l:\EEL. Each of these monitoring programs has 
difforent criteria and purposes along with budgets. 

B.6.2. Institutional Controls 

Cl,mment 13"'.' : :\ Commentor wanted to knO\\ how long are 1nst.itutional controls (e.g .. .fences. 
regulator} restnct1ons) assumed to last? Page 19 says n:-;1Jence:- 1111g.ht be built at ICPP after 2095 but 
that \\ ater :-.upply \\ dis \\ ii I be prohibited within thi: cum:nt fence. If ow \\ i 11 that prohibition be 
maintaineJ·.1 B~ whom'! Ho\\ doi:s the current ICPP fe111.:e rdate tn the !-129 plume'? (SRA-\V] 
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Response: Institutional controls will be maintained long at1er the 2095-restoration timeframe has passed 
for areas where an .unacceptable risk remains. Whether fencing will be required or other controls are 
sufficient to prevent unauthorized access to these areas is under review and will be part of the remedial 
design process. , It is recognized that other actions may be necessary to deal with the contamination in the 
SRPA within the INTEC fence and therefore an interim action will be implemented on the SR.PA. This 
will allow for actions to be taken to deal with the contamination outside the fence and additional 
investigation along with remedial action alternative evaluation to be conducted in support of the Tank 
Farm RI/FS. Land use and other restrictions will be placed on the areas requiring long-tern, institutional 
control and will be maintained by DOE or another government agency. The area of the 1-129 plume that 
currently presents an unacceptable condition (exceeds drinking water standards) extends both inside and 
outside of the I~TEC ((CPP) fence downdgradient to approximately the Central Facilities Area (CFA). 
The institutional controls to be implemented under this ROD are contained in Section I I of the ROD. 
These institutional controls are presented in tabular format for each of the remedial action groups. 

Comment 138 : A Commentor wondered how the Agencies would implement institutional controls over 
engineered barriers or design a combination of the two? [SRA-W] 

Response: Selection of institutional and engineering controls is determined during the development of the 
remedial action alternatives for evaluation purposes. Additional controls. both institutional and 
engineering, may be applied during the remedial design process. Combinations are factored into the 
alternative as necessary. The ICDF will consist of a combination of institutional controls and physical 
( engineering) barriers. Institutional controls. like land use restrictions are a necessary part of the remedial 
action. Prevention of biointrusion and material degradation are not institutional controls. but these issues 
are addressed by physical (engine~ring) controls . 

Comment 139 : A Commentor felt it was unclear how land use restrictions can be, or will be, imposed 
and documented. This BLM property is currently under DOE control. Will DOE provide a legal 
description of restricted property to the BLM? How will BLM control the restricted property? Please 
describe, in the ROD. how land use restrictions will be accomplished. [C-W] 

Response: This ROD contains a description of institutional controls to be implemented. A detailed JC 
plan will be developed during remedial design to describe the controls that will be placed on the land 
beneath and surrounding the CERCLA release site area at 1'.\TEC. 

C. RELEASE SITE GROUPS AT WAG 3 

C. I. Group I: Tank Farm Soils 

Comment 140 : A Commentor wondered if the cost of tank farn1 soil remediation included in the 
current ICPP cleanup cost estimates'! [SRA-W] 

Response: The cost of final ren'iediation of the Tank Farm soils is not included in the cost estimates. 
Underthis ROD for the Tank Farm Soils (Group I). an interim action is selected. The Tank Farm Soils 
cost estimate only reflects the scope of items described in the interim action alternative evaluation and 
scope discussion in the cost estimate. For the final action on the Tank Farm Soils. cost estimates \s.;ill be 
developed for the remedial action alternatives that will be developed and evaluated for Tank Farm RI FS 
(OL'J-14). 

Comment 14 l . .\ Commt!ntor recommended that DOE mon: quickly in making its tinal risk 
mana~t!111e11t decision for the Tank Fam1 Soils. (C:\8-\\'! 
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Response: We support the need for action where feasible. However. under the OC 3-13 RliFS. • 
e\'aluation of the l'.'iTEC Tank Fam1 Soils was done using the limited infom1ation from the scoping 
investigations (Track I and Track 2 studies) and process knowledge. With this limited knowledge the 
final action the Tank Farm would have had a very large associated contingency (hundreds of millions of 
dollars). Based on this, it ,.,,·as decided to consider an interim action on the Tank Farm Soils for the near 
future and collect the necessary information to make a decision without such a large uncertainty. 
Collecting and analyzing data along with the decision making activities is being cQnducted under the OC 
3-14 Tank Fann RltFS. 

Comment 142 : A Commencor noted that the Proposed Plan states that a final risk management decision 
is anticipated for the Tank Farm Soils in 2004. The Commentor wondered why it will take that long to 
make that decision and recommend DOE move quickly to safely manage the risks posed by the Tank 
Fam1 Soils. [CAB-W] 

Response: We appreciate that we need to expedite the cleanup process where feasible. However, the 
tank fann soils interim action ,viii reduce the risk to the environment and in particular the SRPA. Even if 
a final action would have been selected under this ROD. the implementation of the alternative would have 
been phased in over a long period of time. The final part of the action would likely occur around 2045, 
following D&D of the area around the Tank Fann. The actions taken under the interim action will be 
continued, along with other activities to reduce the impact on the environment, until the final activities are 
implemented. This approach means that we will manage the risk at the Tank Farm safely and efficiently. 
Insufficient information was collected prior to and during the OU 3-13 RI/FS to make a final decision 
without a very large contingency and uncertainty. In order to collect the necessary information, develop 
and analyze alternatives, and conduct the decision making activities, a new RI/FS is being undertaken. 
This RI/FS {OU 3-14 Tank Farm RliFS) will collect and analyze samples from within the Tank Farm. In • 
addition, the results from the Idaho HL W & FD EIS will be considered in the remedial alternatives 
developed and analyzed. Recent evaluations on the scope, schedule and budget for the OU 3- 14 RiiFS 
indicate that it will take more time than expected when the Proposed Plan was released. A final risk 
management decision for OU 3-14 is now expected to be completed prior to 2008. 

Comment 143 : A Commentor had questions regarding Group I Tank Farm Soils: If only an interim 
action is currently contemplated, why is this site group/OU group/CPP group included in this Proposed 
Plan·? [U-\V] 

Response: An interim action was selected for the INTEC Tank Farm to reduce the impact on the perched 
water and SRPA. In the evaluation of risks to the ground\vater. the largest source of contamination was 
identified as the INTEC Tank Farm. As the contamination is migrating vertically downward, reducing 
the driving mechanism (water) will increase the travel time and decrease to impact on the groundwater. 
The interim action selected is intended to significantly reduce the amount of water driving the 
contamination into the groundwater. As such. the sites within the INTEC Tank Farm group are included 
in this ROD. 

Comment 144 : A Commentor had questions regarding Group I Tank Farm Soils. It is stated that ·•non
radionuclide contaminants may be present." Why don't we know'? Weren·t the RI. BRA. FS, or FS 
supplement completed'? Or were they incomplete'? If so. why'? If no, why isn't the characterization of 
contaminants fully presented here'? If the complete characterization of the Tank Farm Soils has to be 
deterred to the OL' 3-14 RI FS. as stated on page 13. why not just pull this whole group out of this 
document"! [L'- \\') · 

Response: Within the I:'\TEC Tank Fam1. there is incomplete kno\\'ledge concerning the contaminants. 
hoth rndionuclide and non-radionuclide. and their corresponding concentrations. Previous sampling 
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efforts in the l'.\TEC Tank Fam, have generally not analyzed for non-radionuclides. The Rl,BRA. FS . 
and FSS Reports were complete documents. These documents identified the data gaps in the existing 
knowledge. To fill in the data gaps and make a more infom1ed and better decision on the lNTEC Tank 
Fann. A RIFS project is being planned to resolve the data gaps, evaluate remedial action and eventually 
select the final remedy for the lNTEC Tank Fann group. 

C.I.J. Group I Description 

Comment l-l5 : A Commentor pointed out that Tank Farm Soils: Site CPP-33. listed as a Tank Fann 
Soils Group site on page 12. is not shown in Figure 4. [U-WJ 

Response: The Commentor is correct in that Site CPP-33 was left off of figure 4. Site CPP-33 is part of 
remedial action group I ( I~TEC Tank Fann area). For future documents, additional effort will be 
expended to insure that sites listed in text match the figures. 

C.1.2. Group I Alternatives 

Comment 146 : A Commentor felt that grading to control surface water is an activity which should have 
been conducted as soon as there was reason to believe that surface water infiltration presented a risk. 
Hov.:ever, the Agencies have not demonstrated, through published/measured K,is and measured infiltration 
rates, that surface percolation is a risk-driver at this site. Therefore selection of this alternative in a ROD 
is premature. It would better fit a removal action than a ROD. [C-WJ 

·Response: The infiltrating water requiring control is not only from the Tank Fann fenced area. 
Additional water impacts comes from the drains lqcated on the building and structures in and surrounding 
the Tank Fann. Reducing the infiltration of water through the Tank Farm Soils will increase the travel 
time of the contaminants in the soils. irregardless of the contaminant specific retardation factor (Ki). This 
reduction in infiltration will subsequently reduce the impacts on both the Perched Water and SRPA. 
Under this ROD. an interim action on the Tank Farm Soils is being undertaken. The final action on the 
Tank Farm Soils \Viii be evaluated and selected under the OU 3-14 project. There is no need to undertake 
or consider a removal action to implement the interim action for the Tank Fann Soils when the activities 
are part of this ROD. 

Comment 147 : A Commentor was concerned the interim solution is. in e~sence. capping it, putting 
some dirt on it, bury it. That's the first step. Question: Is that going to be the 'first step towards a defacto 
cap and fill approach'? It's not at all clear that's the right thing to do for the Tank Farm and to leave the 
soil in place. capped over. [DK-TT] 

Response: The proposed Tank Fam1 interim action is not a capping solution. The goal of the interim 
action is to reduce the amount of water infiltrating through the soils within the Tank Farm area. 
Reduction of the infiltration is not necessarily the first step in a defacto capping approach. The OC 3-1-l 
RI. FS will evaluate a range of remedial action alternatives. 

Comment 148 : A Commentor was concerned that the interim solution will turn out. migrate into the 
tinal solution. You made it very. \·ery clear that this is merely an interim solution and does not in any 
way affect whatever the final solution \\ill be made. (DK-TT] 

Response: The proposed Tank Fam, interim action is not a final action. Interim actions that are taken 
cannot be inconsistent with t1ic:· final remedy. The OC 3-1-l RI FS will evaluate a range of remedial action 
alternat1, es. 
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Comment 1-19 : A Commentor \\Ondered. are they going 10 cap around the Tank Fam,. basically'! And 
that's 80 percent reduction of rainfall"? r thought the Tank Farms were leaking not just the piping and are 
the pipes leaking now. [PR-TT] 

Response: In the development and evaluation of the proposed interim action. capping around the Tank 
Fam, \\as not considered. Sealing the surface of the Tank Fam1 is a necessary component of the remedial 
action. In addition. rerouting of the drainage from the various buildings in the Tank Fam1 area may be 
necessary to reduce the infiltration. The e\'aluation. for the Tank Fam, intc:rim action. focused on a goal 
of reducing to infiltration in the Tank Fam1 by 80~-o. The: remedial design will further evaluate the 
infiltration issue and detem1ine the specifics for the implementation. Concerning the leakage issue. there 
is no evidence that the tanks ha\'e leaked or are leaking. The known releases are only from the transfer 
lines and valve boxes. Actions have been taken to correct the leaking lines and valve boxes and to 
prevent future releases. 

Comment 150 : A Commentor wanted to eri1phasize the fact that they didn't want to see an interim 
action on the Tank Farms get to far -- f don't want it to get past the point of no return where you put so 
much time and so much money into this action that it becomes the final solution when it really shouldn't 
be the final solution. (:\·1MS-TTJ 

Response: We agree with the Commentor. An interim action under CERCLA can not be inconsistent 
with the final action for the site or OC. The evaluation of alternatives for the Tank Farm RI/FS will begin 
with the continuation of the interim action for the Tank Farm and build upon the interim action. 

C.2. Group 2: Soils Under Buildings and Structures 

Comment 151 : A Commentor noted that several spills. in addition to CPP-80, included both RCRA 
listed and characteristic waste. The soils must be managed as listed waste, and possibly as chara<;teristic 
waste. This is important so that people understand hov.r much hazardous waste is proposed for disposal at 
the proposed [CDF. [C-WJ 

Response: The fCDF will be designed and constructed to be compliant with the requirements of a RCRA 
Subtitle C facility. Volume estimates for the l;\;EEL CERCL\ hazardous and mixed waste candidate 
materials (soils and debris) are presented in Appendix C of the FSS Report. 

Comment 152 : A Commentor wanted to know. if the sites are inaccessible and poorly characterized 
how were the COCs in the sidebar determined'? How are the Agencies sure risk even exists at those sites 
that ha\'e not been sampled'? Those sites which have not been characterized and determined to present a 
risk to human health and the environment should be removed from this Proposed Plan and discussed in 
the future when COCs. risk, and fate and transport are better understood. [C- \\'] 

Response: The analysis and evaluation conducted on the soils under building sites (Group 2) were based 
on ,vhat infom1ation \Vas available. The general characteristics of the material (waste) released to the 
environment was known. In addition. an approximate volume of material released was known. For the 
evaluation of risk and remedial actions. the COCs used were the constituents contained in the \\:aste 
rdeased. The risks were e\'aluated based on the mass (concentrations and volumes) of the COCs. As 
,uch. there was sufficient infom1ation a\·ailable to evaluate the release site risk and remedial action 
alternative:;. 

Cl.lmment 153 A Commentor quoted from the Proposed Plan that ...... source releases.are not well 
t.!elined" ~md \\~lilted the Agencies tu ··:,top this 11011:,cnse un11l 1hcy are \\CII defined and appropriate 
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remedial alternatives can be proposed and debated!! Remove this site and preferred altemati\·e from this 
Proposed Plan." [C-W] 

Response: We disagree with the Commentor. The analysis and evaluation conducted on the soils under 
building sites (Group 2) were based on what information was available. The general characteristics of the 
material (waste) that released to the environment \Vas knov,:n. In addition, an approximate volume of 
material released was known. For the evaluation of risk and remedial actions. the COCs used were the 
constituents contained in the \Vaste released. The risks were evaluated based on the mass (concentrations 
and volumes) of the COCs. As such, there \vas sufficient information available to evaluate the release site 
risk and remedial action alternatives. 

Comment 154 : A Commentor stated that he was "just curious, the soils under the building. that's sort. of 
totally different from the Tank Farm situation. And then quantity-wise, I mean, it just seems like you're 
not going to excavate those because the Chem Plant is there to stay. it seems. And quantity-wise do we 
have any quantity of what those materials amount to? Are you going to look at stabilizing them. or what 
are you looking at'?" [PR-TT) 

Response: The Commentor is correct in that the soils under the buildings are being treated differently 
than the Tank Farm soils. The 4 sites within this group are relatively small sites located beneath currently 
operating facilities. The amount of contaminated soil for the 4 sites within this group is estimated to be 
approximately 1600 yds3

• Ultimate disposition (D&D) for the facilities above these sites has not been 
determined. Decisions concerning the D&D of these facilities may result from the analysis being 
conducted for the Idaho HL W & FD EIS and the RCRA/HWMAdosure plans for Interim Status Units. 
In order for the soils within this group to be removed, the building would need to be removed. Should the 
facilities be left in place, an engineered containment structure (Cap) may be constructed over the site, if 
necessary, to prevent the contamination from leaching and migrating the SRPA. Currently, in-situ 
stabilization is not anticipated for these sites unless it is necessary prevent leaching and subsidence. If the 
buildings were removed. the contaminated soil would be removed and disposed. 

! 

Comment 155 : A Commentor made the following observations on Group 2: To even consider it seems 
premature. We're kind of putting the cart before the horse. We're making decisions now on how the soils 
are going to be dealt with when no decision has been made and how the building is going to be dealt with. 
It seems to me the logical thing to do is to decide what's to be done with the building, probably on a 
case-by-case basis. What are we going to do with 603'? Are we going to tear it down? Cap it over? Take 
the pieces away, whatever'? And then having made that decision, we'll have -- we can say, "What are we 
going to do about the soils?" 
[DK-TT] 

Response: The Commentor is correct in that a decision concerning the disposition of the soils under the 
buildings are being made prior to the decision on the disposition of the facilities. The known scope of the 
FF A/CO for WAG 3 was evaluated within the OU 3-13 Rl;FS for a comprehensive evaluation. The sites 
within Group 2 are identified scope in the FFA:co. L'ltimate disposition (D&D) for the facilities above 
these sites has not been determined. Decisions concerning the D&D of these facilities may result from 
the analysis being conducted for the Idaho HL W & FD EIS and the RCRA/HWMA Closure Plans for 
Interim Status Lnits. Currently, there are several alternatives (removal [i.e .. clean closure]. risk based 
closure [partial removal]. and landfill [capping)) being evaluated for various facility dispositions under 
the Idaho HL W & FD EIS. In order for the soils within this group to be removed, the buil~ing \Vould 
need to be removed. Should the facilities be left in place. an engineered containment structure (Cap) will 
be constructed O\·er the site to prevent the contamination from leaching and migrating the SRPA. If the 
huildings \\ere remo\ed. thr.: contaminated soil would be removed and pisposed. The Agencil!s belien: 
sufficient infom1ation is available to sekct the contingent remeJ::,.. 
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Comment 156 : A Commencor offered the following recommendation regarding Group 2 C Soils under • 
Buildings and Structures. Again. characterization is incomplete. I suggest it be completed before being 
presented to the public. [L"-WJ 

Response: For the Soils L'nder Buildings group. there is incomplete knowledge concerning the 
contaminants. both radionuclide and non-radionuclide, and their corresponding concentrations. 
Development of the source terms evaluated was based on process knowledge. This process knowledge 
involved the ,vaste stream released along with an estimate of the volume. For two of the sites (CPP-87 
and -89). sampling data was also used in the development of the source tem1s. Additional 
characterization activities will be conducted during the D&D of the various facilities. This additional 
infonnation will be used in the planning of final D&D activities. 

C.2.1. Group 2 Description 

Comment 157 : A Commentor questioned. "please define the difference between hazardous and 
radioactive releases.·· [U-W] · 

Response: Hazardous releases are releases of waste containing non-radionuclide contaminants. !\-fetal 
and organic contaminants are considered to be hazardous constituents. Radioactive releases are releases 
of waste containing radionuclide constituents. For many releases both hazardous and radioactive 
constituen.ts are present in the waste material. 

C.2.2. Group 2 Alternatives 

Comment 158 : A Commentor questioned, .. [ guess I just want to stress for the scoping, again, to 
quantify -- I mean, the list goes to plutonium-239 and through the whole gamut, there, of the soil under 
the building group. I was a little confused there, but it does look -- since you're moving the stuff out of 
the wet area, so to speak. that you couldn't actually go down and excavate the soil. Is that being studied'?" 
[PR-TT] 

Response: The wet area, CPP-603 is divided into a wet side and a dry side. The spent nuclear fuel is 
being removed from the wet side. The site of concern is beneath the dry side of CPP-603. Removal of 
the spent nuclear fuel from the dry side is expected to be completed prior to 2035. The D&D of the CPP-
603 facility is not part of OU 3-13. However. further analyses of cumulative impacts from the CPP-603 
building will recei\'e consideration by the HL W & FD EIS. 

Comment 159 : A Commentor felt that it's not clear that even if the building is dismantled completely 
and taken away, that all buildings will be dealt with -- the soil will be dealt with in the same way. So. if I 
were doing it, I would just strike Group 2 from the plan entirely because. in fact. no decision has been 
made. You're saying that when some other decision was made. we're going to apply this decision we'\'e 
made now. That doesn't make any sense. [DK-TT] 

Response: The Commentor is correct in that decisions under the OL: 3-13 project will be made prior to 
1he decisions concerning the facility being made. The known scope of the FF A/CO for WAG 3 was 
l!\'aluated within the OL' 3-13 RI, FS for a comprehensi\'e evaluation. The sites within Group 2 are 
identified scope in the FFA/CO. Cltimate disposition (D&D) for the facilities above these sites has not 
been detern1ined. Decisions concerning the D&D of these facilities may result from the arialysis being 
~onducted for the Idaho HL W & FD EIS and RCRA HW\IA Closure Plans for Interim Status L'nits. 
Should the facilities be left in place. an engineered containment structure (Cap) will be constructed over 
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the site to pre\·ent the contamination from leaching and migrating to the SRPA. If the buildings were· 
removed. the contaminated soil would be removed and disposed. 

Comment 160 : A Commentor felt that the alternative for Group 2 soils is the No Action Alternative 
because no action is going to be done as a result of this decision. I mean. if we accept the recommended 
alternative. what is going to happen'? The answer is, absolutely nothing until some other things happen. 
And if we tear the building down. haul it away. it's not clear that digging up the soil is the right thing. 
Maybe entombing it and capping it is the right thing. That's not clear. They're related items. You can't 
make a decision like that. So we're making decisions which could be wrong decisions. [DK-TT] 

Response: It appears that we confused the Commentor. The preferred alternative is not a No Action 
Alternative, but a staged alternative. The first part of the alternative would consist of establishing and 
implementing the. monitoring requirements and implementing the other controlling actions. The second 
part of the alternative would be the construction of the engineered containment structure (cap) over the 
contaminated site to prevent the contamination from leaching and migrating to the SRP A following the 
D&D of the facility, if the facility is closed in place. If the buildings were removed, the contaminatea soil 
would be removed and disposed. Concerning whether it is the right thing to do to remove the 
contaminated soil if available, it is more cost-effective and risk reducing to remove and dispose of the 
contaminated soils. L!ltimate disposition (D&D) for the facilities above these sites has not been 
detennined. Decisions concerning the D&D of these facilities may result from the analysis being 
conducted for the Idaho HL W & FD EIS. and RCRAiHWMA Closure Plans for Interim Status Units. 
Based on the evaluations conducted, construction of an engineered containment structure (cap) appears to 
be the correct decision if the building is left in place following completion of the D&D. However, if new 
information became available, changes to the alternative could be considered and implemented as 
necessary . 

. Comment 161 A Commentor wanted the heading for Group 2 Soils to clearly identify the contingent 
nature of the decision. [U-W] 

Response: Alternative 2 is the selected remedy under this ROD. The selected D&D alternative for. these 
facilities have not been selected at this time. If the facility were removed during the D&D activities, the 
soils would be excavated and disposed in an appropriate disposal facility. This-contingency was 
discussed in the Proposed Plan (Alternative 3 ). 

Comment 162 : A Commentor had a question regarding the Soils under Buildings and Structures. What 
is the anticipated cost of implementing Alternative 2 AND then Alternative 3, after D&D? Will money 
be available to cover later need for Alternative 3? Will it be WAG 3 money. or will it be D&D money? 
Or some other fund? [U-W] 

Response: The selected remedy is an "either or." not a "both" selected remedy. Implementation of the 
remedial action would be initiated following the D&D activities. If Alternative 2 is implemented. the cost 
would be SI 7.9'.\,1. For Alternati\"e 3. the cost would be SIJ.0\-1. 

C.3. Group 3: Other Surface Soils 

Comment 163 : :\ Commentor had a question regarding a statement in the Proposed Plan that states. 
"some sites ( e.g .. CPP-36 and -91 ) ha\·e contamination greater than IO feet bgs. Are there. more? If so. 
list them. If not. why vaguely say "some" when the specific number is actually known. [U-WJ 
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Response: Yes. many of the sites have contamination below IO feet. Bo.th Sites CPP-36 and -91 were 
specifically pointed out as they have significant contamination present below the 10 feet depth. However. 
most of the sites do not have significant contamination below IO feet. A description of the nature and 
extent of contamination (including depth of contamination) at these soil sites is included in Section 5 of 
this ROD. 

C.3.1. Group 3 Description 

Comment 164 : A Commentor noted that ··nonradionuclide contaminants" are included in the COCs. 
Please state whether these soils are contaminated with RCRA listed \s,.·aste or exhibit a characteristic of 
hazardous waste. This is important co determine how much hazardous waste is being proposed for 
disposal in the ICDF. [C-WJ 

Response: The COCs were developed from a risk assessment standpoint. Some release sites may have 
concentrations of "nonradionuclide contaminants" high enough to qualify as RCRA characteristic waste. 
In addition, some release sites have listed waste code issues. The sites 1.vith the listed waste code issues 
are presented in Appendix G of the FS Report. Also, Appendix C of the FSS Report contains information 
on the candidate materials for disposal in the ICDF. including "nonradionuclide contaminants." 

Comment 165 : A Commentor had a question regarding whether soils pass or fail TCLP? Is lead greater 
than 400 ppm'? [C-WJ 

• 

Response: Sampling analysis conducted under the CERCLA program generally analyzed for total 
constituent concentrations. This analysis is not the same as the Toxic Characteristic Leaching Procedure 
(TCLP) sampling analysis conducted for hazardous waste characterization processes. There is a method • 
to,convert total metal analysis results to TCLP results for initial characterization. Under this method, 
there are release sites at INTEC that are potentially RCRA characteristic. Future sampling analysis would 
be conducted for final waste characterization. None of the release sites under this ROD have 
concentrations of lead at or exceeding 400 mg!kg. 

C.3.2. Group 3 Alternatives 

Comment 166 : A Commentor had a question regarding Other Surface Soils (Group3}. The preferred 
Alternative 4-A is to excavate contaminated surface soils to a depth of ten feet. A review of the RI/FS 
Appendix C borehole sample data for Strontium-90 and Cesium-137 shows that DOE's arbitrary ten foot 
depth would leave most of the contamination in place because it goes down generally to thirty feet. 
L'nfortunately. there is not sample data for all of the sites in this group (and there should be), but at least 
four sites need to go to around 15 feet and four sites need to go to about 30 feet in order to recover the 
bulk of the contamination. Stopping at ten feet is not acceptable and is not supported by the data. To cite 
an example. CPP-36 has 50,000 pCiig of Sr-90 and 200,000 pCiig of Cs-13 7 at fifteen feet of depth. 
[INEL-95,0056] A fixed health base cleanup standard is needed and then require DOE keep digging until 
the samples show that the contaminates do not exceed the standard is needed. [CB-W] 

Response: It is recognized that there is contamination at depths below IO feet. The IO feet excavation 
depth \\ as sekctcd based on the residential scenario. which assumed a basement excavated to IO feet. for 
e\'aluation m the Rl BRA Report. This assumption was also used in the development of cost estimates 
and I!\ aluations for the FS Report. L' sing this infom1ation. an excavation to IO feet will r~sult in 
protection for potential surface receptors. The residential basement scenario is also protective of future 
industrial or commercial construction. Howe\ er. some sites ha\·e large amount of contamination below 
IO feet. During the remedial design. the actual approach and excavation depths. which may go below I() 

foet. \\ 111 he detcm1ined to ensure that the SRP . .\ is protected from the contaminants. Although the 
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remedial design may call for exca\·ation to depth greater than IO feet. we belie\·e that the volume 
estimates are reasonable for evaluation purposes. 

Comment 167 : A Commentor felt. whether these wastes are disposed of at the DOE site. or \vhether 
they are disposed of at the private disposal site. both of those options we believe should be looked at and 
·whatever opti·on that is selected. that disposal site should not be over the Snake River aquifer. (SR-TBJ 

Response: Both disposal at an on-site and off-site facility were evaluated. In the case of the off-site 
disposal facility, a commercial disposal facility was used for the evaluation. Although the area evaluated 
for the on-site disposal site is over the SRPA, the facility would be designed. constructed. operated. and 
closed so as to not adversely impact the aquifer. In addition, disposal in the on-site facility was ··· 
determined to be much more cost-effective. without presenting unacceptable risk to the aquifer versus off
site disposal. 

Comment 168 : A Commentor offered, "In relation to looking at the cost of disposal for public versus 
private disposal. we received the explanation earlier that off-site disposal would be markedly more 
expensive than an on-site solution. Suggest look at what the actual costs of these other off-site options for 
disposal might be. Particularly. if you're looking at comparing a newly developed DOE on-site disposal 
facility, which would include all the engineering work. all the contractor work, all the coordination among 
contractors and among government Agencies. essentially that it be a fully loaded cost estimate, not simply 
the cost of disposal once the place was opened and ready to accept waste. That it really be a fully loaded 
cost, to consider all the development expenses including the government Agencies involved. if those costs 
then become paired against private sector options and also existing DOE facility options." [SR-TB] 

Response: Both disposal at an on-site and off-site facility were evaluated. In the case of the off-site 
disposal facility, a commercial disposal facility was used for the evaluation. For the off-site disposal 
facility, the actual DOE cost of previous disposal activities. such as the disposal fee and transportation 
costs, along with other cost items were considered in the cost estimate. The on-site disposal cost estimate 
considered the cost of design. construction. operation, closure, and monitoring (i.e., fully loaded cost 
estimate) of the disposal cells for the ICDF. Following the development of the cost estimates, on-site and 
off-site were compared. The cost estimates, along with the assumptions. are contained in Appendix A of 
the FSS Report. which is contained in the Administrative Record. Generally, the disposal cost at other 
DOE facilities is comparable or higher than disposal at commercial disposal facilities. However. waste 
acceptance criteria allows the other DOE facilities to accept waste that is not acceptable at commercial 
disposal facilities. 

Comment 169 : A Commentor recommended that the Agencies reject any alternative that would 
involve the disposal of cleanup materials on the site over the sole source aquifer. Propose using an off
site commercial company. [SR-TB] 

Response: We thank the Commentor for the comment. Both disposal at an on-site and off-site facility 
were evaluated. In the case of the off-site disposal facility. a commercial disposa"I facility \vas used for 
the evaluation. Although the area evaluated for the on-site disposal site is over the SRPA, the facility 
,,·ould be designed. constructed. operated. and closed to not ad\·ersely impact the aquifer. In addition. 
disposal in the on-site facility was detennined to be much more cost-effective without increased risk to 
the aquifor \ersus off-site disposal. 

Comment 170 : A comment about the I 0-foot basement scenario ... ,n the plan. again. there is a limit. in 
writing. of IO feet. You'\·e told us othem·ise here orally; but what we go by is what is in writing and what 
\\ e can cite. so there needs to he -· I think the\\ hole plan needs to be written. rewritten. and resubmitted 
to sho\\ ~our crue intenc about\\ hat you're going to do with this stuff and that you're not going to stop at 



10 feetjust bi;:cause it's 10 feet. You're only going to stop when you reach a le\·elthat won't continue to 
impact the perched water or the aquifer below \\ hatever global limitations you've got there.·· [CB-TM J 

Response: It is reoognized that there is contamination at depths below IO feet. The IO feet excavation 
depth \\as selected based on the residential scenario. which assumed a basement excavated to 10 feet. for 
e\ aluation in the RI/BRA Report. This assumption was also used in the development of cost estimates 
and e\aluations for the FS Report. lJsing this infom1ation. an excavation to IO feet will result in 
protection for potential surface receptors. However. some sites have large amount of contamination 
below IO feet. During the remedial design. the actual approach and excavation depths, which may go 
belo\v IO feet, will be detem1ined to ensure that the SRPA is protected from the contaminants. Although 
the remedial design may call for excavation to depth greater than IO feet, we believe that the volume 
estimates are reasonable for evaluation purposes. 

Comment I 71 : One Commenter recommended that \Ve refine oft:site \\:aste disposal cost estimates 
based on input requested from the various commercial disposal service providers. Respondents should be 
provided with updated volume and waste type projections for all I NEEL waste streams reasonably likely 
to require disposal. and be asked to identify closure, post-closure care. generaland administrative 
overhead and other fees included in their estimates. Verify that full life-cycle ~osts {including closure, 
post-closure care and monitoring, general and administrative expenses. etc.) are included in cost estimates 
for on-site DOE disposal. This will allow meaningful comparison with "fully loaded" off-site disposal 
costs. To further promote "apples to apples" comparisons. costs for Chem Plant disposal alternative 
should explicitly present the cost of an on-site facility sized to handle the same 83.000 cubic yards of 
waste analyzed for off-site burial. I believe that these analytical refinements will reveal a much smaller 
differential between on-site and off-site disposal costs. [L-W] 

Response: The cost estimates performed in the Feasib~lity Study do reflect actual costs from previous 
DOE disposal activities. These estimates are preliminary, order of magnitude estimates and will be 
refined as remedial design progresses. The estimates conform with Office of Management and Budget 
(0MB) Circular A-94 guidelines and the NCP for comparison of life-cycle alternative costs. 

Comment 172 : A Commentor noted CPP-36 and -91 have contamination that reaches to the basalt. 
about 40-ft bgs. Thus the risk from this soil can be attributed to direct exposure only for that soil which is 
between 0-10 ft bgs. Is there another. viable, risk pathway for the soi I below IO ft bgs? If not. the 
proposed remedial action need not address the deeper soil contamination. [C-WJ 

Response: It is recognized that there is contamination at depths belov.· IO feet. The IO feet excavation 
depth wa$ selected based on the residential scenario. \vhich assumed a basement excavated to IO feet. for 
evaluation in the RliBRA Report. This assumption was also used in the development of cost estimates 
and e\'aluations for the FS Report. L;sing this information. an excavation to IO feet will result in 
protection for potential surface receptors. The residential basement scenario is also protective of future 
industrial or commercial construction. However, some sites have large amount of contamination below 
t O feet. During the remedial desigri. the actual approach and excavation depths. which may go below I 0 
fi!et, will be determined to ensure that the SRPA is protected from the contaminants. Although the 
rc:medial design may call for excavation to depth greater than IO feet. we believe that the volume 
estimates are reasonable for evaluation purposes. 

Comment 173 : A Commentor asked. since soil will be e,cavated to a depth of IO feet a!Jd covered with 
"dean" fill and no mention is made that this altemati\·e will. or\\ ill not. he protective of ground\l,·ater. 
C'ontaminat1on. at depth. seems to be a threat to groundwater at the: tank forr!1S. Why is similar 
l!tllltt1mi11at1011 not a threat to groundwater at th~se sites·? [C-\\'J 
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Response: It is recognized that there is contamination at depths below IO feet. The IO feet excavation 
depth was selected based on the residential scenario. which assumed a basement excavated to IO feet. for 
evaluation in the RI/BRA Report. This assumption was also used in the development of cost estimates 
and evaluations for the FS Report. l5sing this information. an excavation to IO feet will result in 
protection for potential surface receptors. However. some sites have contamination below IO feet. 
Groundwater fate and transport modeling from the Group 3 sites indicated that groundwater risk from 
these sites is acceptable. However, during the remedial design. the actual excavation depths may go 

. below l O feet. Although the remedial design may call for excavation to depth greater than IO feet, we 
believe that the volume estimates are reasonable for evaluation purposes. 

Comment I 74 : A Commentor \\:anted the Agencies to consider a,bove ground containment. Basically, I 
want you to include in your impact statement and scoping studies the Nevada study that came out last 
year on the transportation of plutonium into the water supply. The actual individual doses of plutonium if 
inhaled. resuspended. pumped up. integrated. and inhaled. I think. if you study it correctly, you will see 
that containment above ground in barrels not only provides jobs for the INEEL, but it is the total best way 
to contain it. It seems to me you're always in these cleanup projects ignoring the fact that the material 
would require 240,000 years [lOX half-life} for plutonium management. [PR-TT] 

Response: Containment of the waste above ground is a possible option that was not studied. There are a 
number of factors that limit the cost effectiveness and risk effectiveness of above ground storage. As the 
waste being considered for the ICDF is a large volume with relatively low concentrations, a very large 
facility would need to be constructed. In addition, the waste would have to be packaged and monitored 
periodically. Both ·of these operation would increase the amount of exposure that workers would receive. 
In addition, there would be an increase in the amount of exposure to the public. With containment above 
ground, the containers would be required not to leak any material and this would require periodic 
repackaging. Based on these issues, containment in an above ground facility eliminated from detailed 
analysis in the feasibility study. · 

Concerning the material used in the EIS. relevant documents used in the development of the analysis and 
decision making will be included into the Administrative Record. Evaluation of the ICDF is being 
conducted as part of a CERCLA investigation and decision making process and with CERCLA being 
functionally equivalent to the NEPA process, no additional scoping or NEPA is required for the ICDF. 

Regarding the time required for the risk from plutonium co become acceptable, the ICDF would be 
designed to protect the SRPA for both short and long-term impacts. In the case of surface receptors. the 
engineered containmt:nt structure (cap) would be designed and constructed to last for at least 1,000 years. 
Also. there would be long-term surveillance and monitoring to detect releases from the disposal cells. 
This would allow for corrective actions to be implemented to correct problems, if necessary. 

Comment 175 : Another Commentor added that "not e\·erybody \vould agree that things up above 
ground is a safer configuration. It's subject to fire. floods. personnel exposure doing inspections. So if 
you integrated exposure over time. it's going to be much greater than that which is buried. and they have 
no exposure pathways." [A-TT] 

Response: We agree with the Commentor. 

Comment l 76 : A Commentor wondered. since at some sites. the contamination extends. downward 
through 40 feet.. why is only IO feet going to be cleaned up? ! l. - \V l 

Response: The Commentor is correct in pointing out that there is contamination belO\v l O feet. An 
e,c,l\ ation depth of IO teer\\ as used for the residential ba:-.enwnt scenario in the Rl. BRA evaluations. In 
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de\'eloping and analyzing the alternath·es for the FS. the IO feet depth was used. This IO feet depth is 
protective for surface receptors. During the remedial design. the actual approach and excavation depths. 
which may go below 10 feet. will be detem,ined to ensure that the SRPA is protected from the 
contaminants. Although the remedial design may call for excavation to depth greater than IO feet. we 
believe that the volume estimates are reasonable for e\·aluation purposes. 

C.3.3. INEEL CERCLA Disposal Facility (ICDF) 

Comment 177 : A Commenter wanted to know. if this disposal facility is built. radioactive. mixed and 
toxic wastes would likely be directed there not only from !NEEL but DOE facilities in other states as 
,veil. This concern is bolstered by my understanding that DOE is actively considering a regionalized 
disposal system. using two or three federal sites to be selected from a short list that includes !NEEL. The 
contemplated disposal site would be very large. covering 54 acres with a capacity of more than 13 million 
cubic feet of waste. (By comparison. the eleven western states using the Richland. Washington 
commercial low-level radioactive waste disposal facility now ship about I 00,000 cubic feet of waste per 
year). [L-W] 

Response: We cannot emphasize enough that the ICDF is.mi.b:'. for INEEL CERCLA cleanup waste 
disposal. These wastes already exist above the "sole source aquifer" and if not addressed will present a 
unacceptable risk if the INEEL land is developed for private use in the future. Waste acceptance criteria 
will be developed as part of the remedial design process. Only wastes which do not pose a threat of 
exceeding drinking water standards. or exceed a I in I 0.000 excess carcinogenic risk in the underlying 
aquifer, whichever is more stringent, will be permitted to be disposed in the engineered landfill. WAG 3 
CERCLA wastes that cannot be safely managed on IN EEL will be disposed of in an off-site disposal 
facility in full compliance with state and federal laws and regulations. Generation of LL W in Western 
States is not relevant to CERCLA disposal at the INEEL INTEC. The referenced site in Richland 
Washington would not be suitable for the mixed LL W addressed in this ROD since it does not meet the 
rigorous design standards contemplated for the ICDF. · 

Comment I 78 : A Commentor felt that the idea for an ICDF should be scrapped. That the Agencies. 
would site the facility above a sole source aquifer is ludicrous. Such a facility cannot be made "safe" for 
the many hundreds of years necessary for the radionuclides to decay. It cannot be made "safe" for the 
hazardous and polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB) wastes which will not decay and which will eventually 
leak and reach the aquifer. The double liners and leachate collection system merely delay the inevitable. 
[C-W] 

Response: We disagree with the Commentor. The ICDF can be designed. constructed, operated, and 
closed while remaining protective of the SRPA. The ICDF would be designed to not adversely impact 
the SRPA. Waste materials (soils and debris) from !:'\EEL CERCLA projects would be required to meet 
the acceptance criteria for ICDF. If treatment is necessary to meet the acceptance criteria, the waste 
would be treated prior to disposal. The engineered barrier (cap) will be designed to provide the long-tern, 
protection of both the surface receptors and the SRPA. even if the bottom liners were to fail. 

Comment 179 : A Commentor noted the facility capacity is expected to be 510,000 yd3
• CERCLA is 

e,pected to use about 466.000 yd·1• \\'hat waste is expected to fill the remaining. seemingly excess. 
capacity'? I trust that only CERCLA-related waste will be admitted to the facility. [C-WJ 

Response: For evaluation and analysis purposes. six disposal cells were considered. Both percolation 
ponds \\ere included and e\'aluated as if retrofitted into t,,o of the disposal cells. The remaining four 
disposal cells were all of the same size and shape. All six disposal cells were necessary to handle the 
pl'llential candidate materials (soil and debris} and rt!sults in tht! excess capacity. The ICDF would be 
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constructed and operated one cell at a time. As the operating cell is approaching capacity. the next 
disposal cell would be constructed. Waste matc:rials from only !~EEL CERCLA projects would be 
acceptable for the ICDF. provided that the waste meets the acceptance criteria. 

Comment 180 : A Commentor noted the first paragraph gives an estimated volume of 82.000 yd 3 The 
third paragraph estimates a total volume ofCERCLA waste at 466.000 yd3

• Subtracting. one finds that 
the Agencies plan on placing about 384,000 yd 3 of waste from other sites. Please provide details of what 
these other sites might be. [C-W] 

Response: The volume estimate of 82.000 yd3 is for the soils contained in Group 3 (Other Surface Soils). 
In the evaluation of the ICDF, other !NEEL CERCLA wastes (soils and debris) were considered. All of 
the candidate waste materials are discussed in Appendix C of the FSS Report. These other candidate 
waste materials could potentially come from the other WAGs at the INEEL. Only waste materials from 
INEEL CERCLA remedial and removal actions would be acceptable for disposal in the ICDF. provided 
that the waste meets the acceptance criteria. 

Comment 181 : A Commentor noted that protection of this highly productive resource [SRPA] is 
essential to the future of Idaho's agricultural economy. as well as being a major source of drinking water 
for hundreds of thousands of ldaho citizens. Surely a better alternative could be secured for disposition of 
radioactive and chemical waste produced at the fdaho National Engineering and Environmental 
Laboratory. [IFBF-W] 

Response: There are contaminated soils, both dispersed and uncontained, throughout WAG 3 and other 
locations on the !NEEL that present a risk to the SRPA since the contamination currently exists in an 
uncontrolled environment. Based on this, contaminated soils at WAG 3 would require some type of 
remedial action to reduce the impact on the SRPA. As a result, remedial action alternatives are required 
to address the risks. Several alternatives, including the ICDF, were considered for the management of the 
!NEEL CERCLA waste (soil and debris). These alternatives considered both on-site and off-site disposal 
along with containment in place. For the ICDF alternative, the soils would be excavated and disposed of 
in a engineered disposal facility. The engineered facility, ICDF, would consist ofRCRA compliant 
disposal cells. which include lined cells with leachate collection and significant groundwater monitoring 
systems designed to provide protection of the SRPA. Based on the evaluation of the alternatives, it was 
determined that the on-site disposal of the I NEEL CERCLA waste at the ICDF would be the most cost 
effective. while being protective of the environment. with the SRPA in particular. The ICDF is to manage 
only INEEL CERCLA waste. 

We share the Commentor's sentiments that the SRPA is a resource is of immense importance to the 
state's agricultural economy, as well as providing the sole source of drinking water to residents along the 
plain. We also wholeheartedly agree that activities at the !NEEL must be protective of human health and 
the environment. and comply with all applicable environmental laws and regulations. The comment 
expresses concern regarding the level of protectiveness of current and proposed disposal practices for 
radioactive material at the [NEEL. Stringent waste acceptance criteria will be developed as part of the 
remedial design process. Only wastes which do not pose a threat of exceeding Idaho drinking water 
standards in the underlying aquifer will be permitted to be disposed in the engineered landfill. WAG 3 
CERCLAwastes that cannot be safely managed on INEEL will be disposed of in an off-site disposal 
facility in full compliance with state and federal laws and regulations. 

Comment ! X2 : A Commentor recommended that \\ hen you open the 26-acre plutonium dump. lo\\ 
le\'el as it may be. it is better in the long run to simply contain this material in barrels. at this point they 
estimate 400 years. at which point you can rebarrel them. It is cheaper. It just takes so little inspection to 
kc:c:p this stuff aho\ e ground. \\'hat I think you-all are i:, in Jeni al of that e\·entual end point. You an: 
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systemaucall~ looking for closure on these cleanup projects as opposed to admitting that we have to 
contain this material abo\'e ground. [PR-TT] 

Response: Containment of the waste above ground is a possible option that was not studied. There are a 
number of factors that limit the cost effectiveness and risk effectiveness of storage above ground. As the 
waste being considered for the ICDF is a large volume with relatively low concentrations. a very large 
facility would need to be constructed. In addition. the waste would have to be packaged and monitored 
periodically. Both of these operations would increase the amount of exposure that workers would 
receive. In addition, there would be an increase in the amount of exposure to \vhich the public could be 
exposed. With containment above ground the containers would be required not be leak any material and 
this would require periodic repackaging. Based on these issues. containment in an above ground faci!ity 
does not make since from a risk or economical standpoint. For disposal in an engineered disposal facility. 
the material would be contained and not require continued repackaging or inspection. However, there 
would be long-term surveillance and monitoring to detect releases from the disposal cells. This would 
allow for corrective actions to be implemented to correct problems. if necessary. 

Comment 183 : A Commentor wanted assurance that there will not be waste brought in from outside of 
l~EEL to go in under any circumstances. [DK-TT] 

Response: The only \vastes that will be candidates for the lCDF will be from !NEEL CERCLA projects. 
In addition, the authorization for disposal at the ICDF from other WAGs would need to be in the WAGs 
respective RODs. which will be subject to same the community involvement activities as OU 3-13. 

Comment 184 : A Commentor recommended that the ROD include much more detailed information 
about the ICDF. [CAB-W] 

Response: The Proposed Plan contained only summary level information concerning the remedial action 
alternatives. In the FS and FSS Reports. the details concerning the alternatives were presented. For the 
ICDF. additional information is contained in this ROD dealing with the conceptual alternative. 
implementation. and other considerations. The remedial design will contain the detailed infonnation 
concerning the design and construction of the ICDF. 

Comment 185 : A Commentor recommended that the ROD outline the exact location and size of each 
of the six cells planned for the ICDF and describe how each will be constructed. used. and closed. [CAB
W] 

Response: This ROD identifies the area adjacent to the current percolation ponds as the location selected 
for the ICDF. The exact location and design along with sizing will be developed during the remedial 
design acti\'ities. This ROD discusses the criteria that will be used to determine compliance with the 
requirements during the construction. operation. and closure activities for the ICDF. 

Comment 186 : The !NEEL CAB recommends that the ICDF be constructed. filled, and closed using 
the phased approach referred to in presentations to the Board. \Ve would like to see the ICDF to be as 
small and manageable as possible. yet we noted no description of the phased approach in the Proposed 
Plan. \\'e recommend that the ROD include detailed infom,ation about how the phased approach will be 
implemented. [CAB-\\"] · 

Response: The use of a phased approach is included into this ROD. Cnder this ROD. the expected 
l~EEL capacity needed will be constructed. Sekction of disposal in the ICDF for non OL 3-13 soils anJ 
Jehns \\ill be CO\ered under other CERCLA decision documents. The remedial design \\ill define th~~ 
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actual design\\ ith a goal of minimizing the area used for the ICDF disposal cells. Also, this ROD 
discusses both the general approach and how the phased approach will be implemented for the ICDF. 

Comment 187 : A Commentor wanted to know why is the area near INTEC selected as the proposed 
location, as opposed to another location on the !NEEL? What administrative and engineering controls 
would be utilized to prevent possible future contamination of the Snake River Aquifer. and how would 
you know if that contamination originated from the new disposal facility or existing sources of 
contamination underneath or near the INTEC. [~S-W] 

Response: This ROD is dealing with contaminated soils and debris from INTEC. An evaluation was 
performed concerning the use of a centralized disposal facility for dealing with all IN EEL CERCLA soils 
and debris. This evaluation is presented in the FSS Report. The largest volume of contaminated soil and 
debris are located at INTEC. Based on this, an area at INTEC was selected for the disposal facility. In 
addition, there was a desire to limit the location of the ICDF to areas that have already been contaminated 
from past practices at the J:,...;EEL. The disposal facility will be engineered to prevent unacceptable 
impacts on the SRPA. From the engineering (design) work, the waste acceptance criteria would be 
developed. Administrative controls would be implemented to ensure that the waste disposed in the 
facility \vould be within the acceptance criteria. A monitoring network will be developed for the disposal 
facility to monitor contaminant migration directly beneath the disposal facility. In addition, monitoring 
would be conducted upgradient of the disposal facility. This would allow for determining whether the 
contamination is from the disposal facility or from the INTEC area. 

Comment 188 : A Commentor want to know why is the area near INTEC selected as the proposed 
location, as opposed to another location on the INEEL? What administrative and engineering controls 
would be utilized to prevent possible future contamination of the Snake River Aquifer, and how would 
you know if that contamination originated from the new disposal facility or existing sources of 
contamination underneath or near the INTEC. [MS-W] 

Response: This ROD is dealing with contaminated soils and debris from fNTEC. An evaluation was 
performed concerning the use of a centralized disposal facility for dealing with all INEEL CERCLA soils 
and debris. This evaluation is presented in the FSS Report. The largest amount of contaminated soil and 
debris are located at I:STEC. Based on this. an area at INTEC was selected for the disposal facility. In 
addition •. there was a desire to limit the location of the ICDF to areas that have already been contaminated 
from past practices at the 1:-,;EEL. The disposal facility will be engineered to prevent unacceptable 
impacts on the SRPA. From the engineering (design) work, the waste acceptance criteria would be 
developed. Administrative controls would be implemented to ensure that the waste disposed in the 
facility would be within the acceptance criteria. A monitoring network will be developed for the disposal 
facility to monitor contaminant migration directly beneath the disposal facility. In addition, monitoring 
would be conducted upgradient of the disposal facility. This would allO\v for determining whether the 
contamination is from the disposal facility or from the 1:-,;TEC area. 

Comment 189 : A Commentor wanted the Agencies to describe the types of waste that you anticipate 
\\Ould be disposed in this cell. and what types would need to be sent to off site facilities. Also, what is 
your estimate of the hazard to workers as a result of operating this facility? What is the cost comparison 
for on site <lisposal ,·ersus off site disposal at a commercial facility or other off site facility; and finally. 
are you accepting waste from off the !NEEL for disposal at this facility'? [MS-W] 

Response: \\'aste material generated as a result of !'.\EEL CERCLA projects are being considered as 
candidate material for disposal. This 11:.::lud-:s both contaminated soils and debris. Appendix C of the 
FSS Report (DOE.I D-106 I 9) lfocu:.ses the\\ aste con~idered for disposal. Within the candidate materials 
are \,astes that preliminaril~ an: categori.zed as hazardous. low-le,el radioactive. mixed lo,\-level 
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radioacthe waste. Only waste that meets the acceptance criteria would be disposed in the disposal cells. 
~1aterials not meeting the acceptance criteria would require other disposal facilities. generally off-site. 
Hazards to workers implementing the operation of the disposal facility would be controlled to be within 
the applicable radiation (DOE Orders) and non-radiation (OSHA) standards. In the evaluation of 
alternatives. both on-site and off-site disposal were considered as alternatives. The cost of off-site 
disposal was estimated to cost approximately 3 times as much (S477 million additional) for off-site 
disposal at a commercial disposal facility for all candidate materials. For the waste material considered in 
Qt; 3-13, the,cost ofoff-site was estimated to cost approximately 3 times as much (S154 million 
additional} for off-site disposal at a commercial disposal facility. Evaluation of the cost of disposal at an 
off-site DOE facility. such as the Nevada Test Site, was not conducted. However. a major cost 
component for off-site is disposal is the transportation costs associated \Vith transporting the waste to the 
off-site disposal facility. As such, the cost of disposal at another DOE facility would be much greater 
than disposal in the new on-site disposal facility. ~o waste from off the I~EEL will be considered for 
disposal in the ICDF. 

Comment 190 : A Commenter wanted to express concern over the plans for a radioactive waste 
disposal site above the SRPA. I am totally opposed to this plan because of the potential environmental 
damage it could do and the health hazards it may generate. [BR-W] 

Response: Protection of the SRPA is of major importance. The ICDF can be designed, constructed, 
operated, and closed while remaining protective of the SRPA. Limits will be place on materials that are 
acceptable for disposal in the ICDF. Waste materials (soils and debris) from INEEL CERCLA projects 
meeting the acceptance criteria would be candidate materials for disposal in the ICDF. If treatment is 
necessary to meet the acceptance criteria, the waste would be treated prior to disposal. For waste that 
cannot meet the acceptance criteria (with treatment), off-site disposal would be utilized. 

Comment 191 : A Commentor wanted to know why can't the waste proposed to be sent to the ICDF be 
sent instead to the RW~C? Does it have to do, specifically, with (a) cost'? Or (b) concentration'? Or (c) 
specific contaminants contained (how could they be less dangerous at ICDF than at RWMC?) Or (d) 
RWMC capacity? Doesn't RWMC have capacity for more waste? [U-WJ 

Response: Some of the waste anticipated to be disposed of at the ICDF could be disposed at the RWMC. 
However. much of the waste volume considered for ICDF has RCRA issues (listed or potentially 
characteristic). The RWMC is not designed to meet RCRA Subtitle C standards, or permitted to accept 
listed hazardous waste. Also, the RWMC ~viii be closing prior to completion of the remedial actions 
generating the \vaste considered for the ICDF. The RCRA issue is being dealt with for ICDF by the 
design being a facility meeting, or exceeding. the RCRA Subtitle C minimum technical requirements .. 
The cost of packaging LLW without disposal at the RWMC is greater than the total cost of disposal at the 
ICDF. The waste acceptance criteria \Viii be determined during remedial design. Once the design is 
completed, the waste acceptance criteria may be de\·eloped and fate and transport modeling will be 
conducted to ensure that ARA Rs are met and that the facility will not result in exceeding drinking water 
standards at the SRPA. or a I in I 0.000 excess cancer risks. whichever is more stringent. 

Comment 19::! : A Commenter asked. if the ICDF (as presented here. a plan so vague and unprotective 
it c:.m be mo:.t succinctly described as a crazy idea) isn·t built. will the Group 3 waste (and other \VAG 3 
\\.lSte. and other l~EEL \\aste) be sent to the R\V'.'v1C'! If not. why not. exactly? Wouldn't the cost of 
storage at R\\":\tC be cheaper than transporting to a commercial off-site facility and paying their fee'! 
[C-W] 

Response: The ICDF has been sekcted as the remedial at:tion for Group 3. If the ICDF had not been 
:-,dcctcd. some\\ ,1:-te. induding some \\ . .-\G 3 \\ a:.tes. ~ould potentially be! disposed of at the R W\tC. 
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provided that the waste meets the acceptance criteria. Waste with RCRA issues (listed or characteristic) 
cannot be disposed of at the RW\.1C. 

C.3.3.1 ICDF General Comments 

Comment 193 : A Commentor felt that there remain major uncertainties related to the siting location of 
the ICDF and the waste acceptance criteria. [CB-WJ 

Response: The ICDF will be designed and constructed to be protective for the SRPA and surface 
receptors. Additionally the facility will be designed to meet. or exceed. the Minimum Technical 
Requirements (MTRs) for a RCRA Subtitle C hazardous waste landfill. Materials being disposed of in 
the ICDF will be required to meet the WAC. which will be developed to be protective of the SRPA for 
both short and long-term impacts. Part of the remedial design activities will involve the siting of the 
disposal cells in the selected ICDF .area. The site selection activities will consider relevant technical. 
regulatory. and financial factors. Based on these criteria, the best location(s) will be selected for the 
disposal cells in the ICDF area. The waste acceptance criteria will be finalized following the remedial 
design and may result in limits of disposal activities and masses or may require pretreatment of selected 
wastes prior to disposal. 

Comment 194 : A Commentor stated, "Obviously, one of the more important things within the current 
plan that is a departure from the draft is a commitment to construct the subtitle C RCRA compliant ICDF. 
That is a major step forward. and we're very encouraged by that." [CB-TM] 

Response: An evaluation of whether the wastes are subject to RCRA Subtitle C was made in the FSS 
Report, which is part of the Administrative Record. It was determined that there was a significant amount 
of INEEL CERCLA soils and debris having contaminants other than and in addition to radionuclides. 
Management of the non-radionuclides is subject to the RCRA requirements. Based on this, it was 
decided that a facility that would be compliant with the RCRA Subtitle C requirements would be needed 
to manage and dispose of the soil and debris wastes. 'With this information and analysis, the construction 
of a disposal facility compliant with RCRA Subtitle C requirements became the preferred alternative. 

Comment 195 : A Commentor noted that under the Plan's off-site disposal alternative, only about 2.2 
million cubic feet of generally homogeneous soil wastes would require burial. Leveraging this much 
smaller burial need to justify building 13 million cubic feet of disposai capacity for an unspecified mix of 
heterogeneous wastes from multiple locations is particularly imprudent, given the high value groundwater 
resource placed at risk. [L-W] 

Response: The 2 . .2 M ft3 referred to by the Commentor relates to WAG 3 soils only. If no other soils 
except WAG 3 soils were disposed of at the ICDF. it would still be cost effective to do this consolidation. 
This conclusion is supported by information available in the Administrative Record. Consolidation 
improves our ability to retain administrative controls over one large area versus numerous smaller areas 
resulting in economies for small and large \'Olumes. 

Comment 196 : One Commentor recommended that we reject the currently preferred alternative of 
building a new disposal facility at Chem Plant or other location o\·erlying the SRPA. A commercial 
radioactive waste disposal facility could not be licensed here, and the government should not adopt a 
lower standard for protection of this \'U lnerable. high-\ alue natural resource. If necessary .. excavated 
wastes cai1 be stored pending identification ofa pem1anent sound solution. [L-W] 
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Response: Based on our evaluation the most cost effecti\ e solution which is protective of the aquifer is • 
Alternative 4a ( ICDF). based on the design requirements and stringent waste acceptance criteria that will 
be applied for this action. Given the type of waste that will be accepted by the ICDF. we see no 
impediments to a privatized mixed low-level facility at this location in compliance with state arid federal 
siting and design laws if in the future a new facility is needed for other waste disposal. 

Comment 197 : A Commentor wanted to know exactly which other release sites at I:'.'JEEL might be 
allowed to dispose of material at the ICDF. and what type of contaminants and media might be disposed 
from these other sites'? [U-WJ 

Response: This ROD has selected an on-site disposal facility for \V AG 3. Future Records of Decision 
may specify on-site disposal as the selected remedy and the ICDF will be expanded as necessary. The 
ICDF will be constructed to dispose of both soils and debris. Potential candidate materials along with 
waste type are found in Appendix C of the FSS Report. 

C.3.3.2. ICDF Siting 

Comment 198 : A Commentor remarked that dumping the waste on top of the ground and mounding the 
cover over it will result in the cap eroding over the long-tenn \s.,-hich again is unacceptable. DOE must 
designate another location for the ICDF that is not near a flood plain and preferably not over the aquifer. 
DOE's own study has identified at least two such sites \\/here the Lemi Range meets the Snake River 
Plain f CB-WJ 

Response: Waste will not be placed into th.e ICDF by placing the waste on the ground and then 
mounding over the waste. The ICDF will consist of disposal cells where waste will be disposed and 
traceability of wastes will be maintained. Following filling of a disposal cell, the cell will be closed by 
constructing an engineered containment barrier (Cap) over the cell, which would be designed to control 
erosion. infiltration, and intrusion. The proposed location of the ICDF is not within the floodplain. A 
siting evaluation was conducted as part of this ROD to identify the best on-site location for the ICDF. 
This evaluation looked at siting criteria developed for solid waste. hazardous waste, PCB waste and LL W 
landfills. The t\VO locations identified in a previous study, which are not over the SRPA on the IN EEL. 
have other problems (near fault lines. on the side of a mountain, etc.). making them unsuitable. In 
addition to location. the ICDF will be designed, constructed, and operated to maintain protection of the 
SRPA. 

Comment 199 A Commentor \l\.·as concerned that water sample data at the ICPP already showed 
massive migration of pollution into the groundwater and that the choice to locate it at the ICPP was 
misguided. [CB-WJ 

Response: There is a contaminated groundwater plume beneath the l;-.iTEC (ICPP), which was primarily 
a result of the use of an injection well, which introduced contaminants directly into the SRPA. Use of the 
injection well was discontinued in 1986 and the injection well was permanently closed using a pressured 
grouting technique in I 989. Restoring the aquifer to drinking water quality will be addressed by the 
Group 5 (Snake River Plain Aquifer) remedial alternative. The potential impact to the SRPA from the 
ICDF is dependent upon the design. construction, operation. and closure of the landfill. In addition, the 
ICDF will be restricted in both the types of contaminants and wastes that it can accept. As a result, \\ e 
fol!! that construction of the ICDF at l'.'\TEC is an appropriate location. 

C'ommt!nt 200 : .-\ Commentor stated that gn·en the type of hydrogeologic enyironment. it would be 
1111poss1bk to mt:et the establisht!d federal requirements under the :"-:RC IO CFR. part 6 l. regulations 
go\ernmg commercial dbposal of low-kvel radioactiw \\aste on !\EEL. (SR-TB] 
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Response: L'nfortunately. we must disagree with the Conimentor and apologize for the length of our 
response. However, this is a very important concern to the Agencies and deserves a detailed response. 
Cnder IO CFR 61. a disposal facility can be constructed at l:\EEL over a sole source aquifl:!r. provided it . 
meets the criteria in the regulation. Although 10 CFR 61 is not considered an ARAR for this project. we 
have considered the substantive requirements in developing our siting evaluation. The relevant sections 
concerning siting criteria are contained in Subpart D ( 10 CFR 61.50). under which there are 11 criteria 
that must be satisfied. The criteria and hov,.: the JCDF \viii meet the criteria are discussed below. 

Criteria I: " ... site suitability is given to isolation of waste. a matter having long-tenn impacts, 
and to disposal site features that ensure that the long-tern, perfonnance objectives ... are met ... " As the 
lCDF will be designed, constructed, operated, and closed to not adversely impact the environment (SRPA 
and surface receptors) this criterion is satisfied. Both short and long-tenn impacts are being considered. 

Criteria 2: "site shall be capable of being characterized, modeled, analyzed, and monitored." In 
conducting the RI/FS. the site was characterized, modeled, and analyzed. Additional characterization. 
modeling. and analysis will be conducted during the remedial design and development of the waste 
acceptance criteria. Y1onitoring of the site is a part of the operation and long-term management of the 
site. 

Criteria 3: " ... site should be selected so that projected population growth and future 
developments are not likely to affect the ability to meet the performance objectives ... " The proposed 
location for the ICDF is not currently near a residential or non-governmental industrial population and is 
located in an area of existing contamination (i.e .. CPP-95). 

Criteria 4: "Areas must be avoided having known natural resources which, if exploited, would 
result in failure to meet the performance objectives ... " The area of the ICDF will be controlled and 
restricted. In addition. the impacts on the aquifer will be minimized to not adversely impact the aquifer. 
There are no known natural resources that, if exploited, woµld impact the ability of the ICDF to meet this 
performance objectives. 

Criteria 5: " ... site must generally be well drained and free of areas of flooding or frequent 
·ponding. Waste disposal shall not take place in a 100-year floodplain ... " The proposed area is not 
located within the 100-year floodplain. Also. the proposed area is not subject to flooding or ponding of 
water. In addition. the facility \viii be designed. constructed, operated. and closed, to minimize and 
mitigate the future impacts of potential flooding and ponding. 

Criteria 6: "Upstream drainage areas must be minimized to decrease the amount of runoff which 
could erode or inundate waste disposal units." The proposed location is not near an upstream drainage 
area. In addition, the facility will be designed. constructed. operated. and closed. to minimize and 
mitigate the erosion and inundation of the disposal cells. 

Criteria 7: ·· ... site must provide sufficient depth to the water table that ground water intrusion. 
perennial or otherwise. into the waste will not occur." The depth of groundwater in the proposed area is 
approximately -460 feet below ground surface. Further. the location chosen is not inundated with perched 
water so no ground water intrusion into the waste fill will occur. 

Criteria 8: " ... hydrogeologic unit used for disposal shall not discharge groundwater to the 
surface within the disposal site." The proposed area currently has a discharge of groundwater near the 
proposed ICDF area ( l:\TEC percolation ponds). HO\\ ever. as part of this ROD, these discharges will be 
discontinued prior to start of ICDF land tilling operations .. -\n .alternate disposal system for the 
percolation ponds\\ ill be constructed.\\ hich \\ill not impact the ICDF or perched \\ater areas. In 
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addition. the facility ,viii be designed. constructed. operated. and closed. to prevent tht! discharge of 
ground,..,·ater to the surface \Vithin the disposal site area. 

Criteria 9: .. Areas must be avoided where tectonic processes such as faulting. folding. seismic 
activity, or vulcanism may occur with such frequency and extent to significantly affect the ability to meet 
the performance objectives ... " The proposed location for the f CDF is not near faults. folds, or other 
:;eismic and vulcanism areas that would occur with sufficient frequency or extent to impact the ability of 
the JCDF to meet the performance objectives. 

Criteria 10: .. Areas must be avoided \\.'here surface geological processes such as mass wasting. 
erosion. slumping, landsliding, or weathering occurs with such frequency and extent to significantly affect 
the ability to meet the performance objectives ... " The proposed area for the ICDF is a relatively flat area 
which is not subject to mass ,vasting, slumping, or landslides. For the ICDF, only the engineered 
containment structure (cap) is proposed to be above ground level and subject erosion or weathering. The 
facility would be designed, constructed, operated, and closed. to minimize and mitigate the effects of 
erosion and weathering to allow the ICDF to meet the performance objectives. 

Criteria 11: .. site must not be located where nearby facilities or activities could adversely impact 
the ability of the site to meet the performance objectives ... or significantly mask the environmental 
monitoring program." Activities at the INTEC facility will not impact the ability of the ICDF to meet its 
performance objectives. In fact, the location of the [CDF facilitates the cleanup and consolidation of 
contaminated soils and debris within the r~TEC facility thus promoting continued use of INTEC. 

Based on the above discussion, the Agencies believe that the ICDF will be able to meet the 
requirements of 10 CFR 61 and will provide the same level of restriction and protection as a commercial 
facility would be required to demonstrate. The ICDF design, construction, operation, to include stringent 
WAC, and its closure will cost-effectively reduce the footprint of contaminated soils at INEEL: freeing up 
much of the land for future unrestricted development. 

Comment 201 : A Commentor stated that the lNEEL CERCLA disposal facility at the Chem Plant is 
recognizably within the I 00-year flood plain and will be located belov .. · the surface so that the wastes will 
be at an elevation that is going to be vulnerable to flooding even within the I 00-year scenario. [Cl3-T\.1 J 

Response: The engineered containment barriers (Caps) for the ICDF will be designed to control erosion 
against floodwaters. Also. the proposed location is not within the I oo:.year floodplain. Further, the 
facility will be lined and capped to isolate wastes and remain protective of the SRPA for both short and 
long-term impacts. 

Comment 202 : A Commentor stated that he objected to the ICDF because of the potential for future 
erosion o,er the long term. Also, as the JOO-year flood assumes 7,260 cubic feet per second in the Big 
Lo::it River and the 500-year flood assumes 9.680 cubic feet per second. which is 34 percent more. the 
idea of putting -- of locating. of siting the ICDF in that region made no sense at all. [CB-T\1] 

Response: In deciding ,,here to most cost-effectively site the ICDF. the Agencies performed a siting 
C\a)uation \\ hich is summarized in the ROD. The majority of the wastes ,ve anticipate disposing of in the 
ICDF arc rclati, dy short-lived radionuclides. like Cs-137 and Sr-90 contaminated soil and debris. The 
concentrations of these contaminants will decrease by over li\l:! orders of magnitude (-1/2.00.000) within 
approximately 500 years from the date of disposal. The enginl:!1:!red containment barriers wiHbe designl:!J 
to .:un•r.)I erosion. in tilt ration. and intrusion. In addition. ,, I:! ,, ill e, aluate historic high \',ater ele\'ations 
and potential future climatic e,·ents in our design assumption:-. to minimize eventual landfill leachate 
gcnerauon. 
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Comment 203 : A Commentor stated that the logical thing, from their point of view, was to site the 
ICDF off the aquifer but on the !~EEL real estate. He identified sites at the base of the Lemhi Range 
where the Lemhi kind of tenninates at the Snake River plain. which is off of the aquifer and not in a flood 
plain. So I thin~ there are other locations for that particular facility that need to be included. [CB-TM] 

Response: We share the Commentor·s concerns about the need to protect the valuable groundwater 
resource of the SRPA. This is the reason that we have elected to require that the aquifer be restored to 
drinking water standards within a timeframe that it may be needed for future consumption. The 
evaluation of on A qui fer and off-Aquifer location for the facility was evaluated as was off-site 
commercial disposal. A primary reason that the ICDF is the selected alternative is the limitations we are 
placing on waste acceptable for disposal within this facility. The design and construction of the ICDF 
will further ensure that the landfill is conservatively designed so that leachate to the underlying sole 
source aquifer will never exceed drinking water standards. In addition, consolidation improves our ability 
to retain administrative controls over one large area versus numerous smaller areas. Concerning the 
Commentor's suggested location, there are several faults that surround the INEEL. fn addition there are 
recharge zones for the SRPA that are not directly over the SRPA. Selection of the location for the ICDF 
considered a number of site selection criteria, including proximity to existing identified faults. This 
automatically ruled out locations near existing faults. Additional analysis concerning this issue was 
conducted for the new Three Mile Island Dry Storage Area. 

Comment 204 : A Commentor remarked that the Proposed Plan called for construction of a new 
radioactive waste disposal facility overlying the SRPA, constructed near unlined radioactive liquid 
percolation ponds, which have already caused extensive contamination at the proposed location. [HC-WJ 

Response: Regarding the construction and location of the ICDF, an evaluation was conducted to 
detennine the cost effectiveness of developing a centralized (consolidation) disposal facility for 
management of the INEEL CERCLA waste. This facility is to manage INEEL only CERCLA waste. 
There are contaminated soils, both dispersed and uncontained, throughout WAG 3 and other locations on 
the INEEL that present a risk to the SRPA due to less restrictive pathway in the current configuration. 
Based on this. contaminated soils at WAG 3 would require some type of remedial action to reduce an 
impact to the SRPA. As a result, remedial action alternatives, including the ICDF were developed and 
evaluated. For the ICDF alternative, the soils would be excavated and disposed of in a engineered 
disposal facility. The engineered facility, fCDF. would consist of RCRA compliant disposal cells, which 
include lined cells with leachate collection and significant groundwater monitoring systems designed to 
provide protection of the SRPA. 

In the evaluation of the ICDF. the location that was selected is within the contaminated footprint of WAG 
3. This has the effect of reducing, rather than expanding the overall contaminated footprint of the !NEEL. 
The current percolation ponds at WAG 3 will be shut down. This will result in more protection to the 
underlying aquifer and will reduce public and environmental risk. Further, aquifer protection will be 
provided with required long term disposal cell. soil and groundwater monitoring which will signal any 
containment system failures and allow for additional remedies and/or corrective actions to be 
implemented to address the problem. if necessary. 

Comment 205 : A Commentor stated that the SRPA is one of Idaho's crown jewels. This hugely 
productive .. sole source" drinking water supply is also essential to the future of Idaho's agricultural 
economy. Experience has proven that the porous sand and gravel soils and fractured basal.t geology 
overlying this world class water resource are insufficient protection against migrating chemical and 
radioacti\·e contamination. Relying on man-made materials of potential unproven longevity to make up 
for unsuitable site conditions. as the Plan recommends. in\·ites future environmental and economic 
problems. [HC-WJ 
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Response: \Ve share the Commentor's sentiment that the SRPA is one of Idaho ·s "crown jewels" and •. -
understand that this resource is of immense importance to the state ·s agricultural economy. as well as 
providing the sole source of drinking water to residents along the plain. We also \vholeheartedly agree 
that activi[ies at the l~EEL must be protective of human health and the environment. and comply with all 
applicable environmental laws and regulations. The Commentor expresses concern regarding the level of 
protectiveness of current and proposed disposal practices for radioactive material at the INEEL. Stringent 
\\'aste acceptance criteria will be developed as part of the remedial design process. Only wastes which do 
not pose a threat of exceeding Idaho drinking water standards in the underlying aquifer will be pennitted 
to be disposed in the engineered landfill. WAG 3 CERCLA wastes that cannot be safely managed on 
I-SEEL will be disposed of in an off-site disposal facility in full compliance with state and federal laws 
and regulations. The materials of construction for the JCDF will in large part be naturally occun-ing 
materials (e.g .• clays. sands. and gravels). 

Comment 206 : A Commentor asked the DOE to work with the Environmental Protection Agency and 
. the State of Idaho to revise the Proposed Plan by steering away from the development of radioactive 
waste disposal facilities over the SRPA. The Plan and all future INEEL cleanup actions should reflect 
off-aquifer disposal as the preferred alternative for final disposition of contaminated materials excavated 
at the site. [HC-W] 

Response: Only wastes which do not pose a threat of exceeding drinking \Vater standards in the 
underlying aquifer will be permitted to be disposed in the engineered landfill. The WAG 3 CERCLA 
wastes that cannot be safely managed on I NEEL will. as the Commentor requests, be disposed of in an 
off-site disposal facility in full compliance with state and federal laws and regulations. 

Comment 207 : A Commentor felt that the "off-aquifer" disposal alternatives both within and outside • 
INEEL's boundaries have not received sufficient study. [L-W] 

Response: We share the Commentor·s concerns about.the need to protect the valuable groundwater 
resource of the SRPA. The ICDF is actually a significant reduction in the footprint of contaminated soil 
at INEEL INTEC facility, which already presents an unacceptable risk to the aquifer if no further a~tion is 
taken. The on-Aquifer and off-Aquifer locations for the proposed facility were evaluated as was off-site 
commercial disposal. A primary reason that the lCDF is the selected alternative is the limitation we are 
placing on waste acceptable for disposal within this facility. lJnlike typical commercial disposal facilities 
which take a huge variety of waste types from many different generators. the ICOF is limited to only 
INEEL CERCLA waste streams which could be managed in place and be protective to the aquifer. A 
primary reason for consolidation is the efficiency and economy of scale presented through consolidation. 
Based on our projections substantial monies may be saved to further other necessary remedial actions at 
(~EEL. Funher. the design and construction of the JCDF will ensure that the landfill be conservatively 
managed so that leachate to the underlying sole source aquifer will never exceed drinki~g water 
standards. In addition, consolidation improves our ability to retain administrative controls over one large 
area versus numerous smaller areas. 

Comment 208 : A Commentor ,vas concerned with siting the ICDF. and quoted EPA guidance 
concerning not siting hazardous ,vaste facilities in sensitive locations. [L- \\'} 

Response: The sensitivity of a location is dependent upon many factors. The design. construction and 
operation of the ICDF \\ ill not pose an unacceptabk threat to the ··sole source aquifer." S~ringent waste 
accept:mcc criteria ,, ill further ensure that this requirement be met. 

Comment 209 : A Commentor referenced the Joint EP . .\-l\uclear Regulatory Commission siting 
guit.ldines for mixed ,,aste disposal stating that hydrogeology is considered\ ulnerable when ground\\ater 
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travel time along a 100-foot flow path from the edge of engineered containment structure is less than I 00 
years. [L-W] 

Response: Based on the groundwater modeling we performed in the RI/FS, and the types of 
contaminants (e.g., Cs-137) which will be disposed of at the ICDF, it may take thousands of years for 
selected contaminants to migrate to the SRPA. assuming no hydraulic barriers are in place. Further, the 
travel times to the underlying SRPA are significantly increased in an engineered structure like the ICDF, 
which will be designed to impede transport of contaminants. 

Comment 210 : A C ommentor stated that, "The underlying eastern SRP A, formally designated a sole 
source aquifer by EPA in 1991, provides water used at the site and is an important economic resource for 
southeastern and south central Idaho. More than 3.000 people draw water from wells located within a 3-
mile radius of the site. According to the Plan, regional groundwater now velocities 5 ft.I day, and 
generally flows even more rapidly beneath the Chem Plant." [L-W] 

Response: INT EC is located in the central portion of the [NEEL with the nearest site boundary 
approximately 8 miles away. Groundwater extracted at the [NEEL is carefully monitored to ensure that 
the workers are not being exposed to unacceptable levels of contamination from the consumption of 
SRPA groundwater. In addition, there are no nonworker populations (such as towns or other 
communities) within 3 mi !es of INTEC. The extent of contamination at [NEEL emanating from WAG 3 
has been mapped and measured for over 30 years. Sensitive studies of Cl-36 have shown the 
downdgradient extent of the plume, which is measurable up to 8 miles from the [NEEL border. No off
INEEL drinking water users. or potential users will be exposed to contaminant levels above drinking C 

water standards. The action being taken under this ROD is to restore the aquifer underlying !NEEL to 
drinking water standards, within a reasonable timeframe (i.e., 100 years) . 

Comment 2 I 1 : A Commentor stated that unforeseen releases would increase waste constituent 
concentrations in the area, resulting in drinking water standards being exceeded and further adverse 
effects from overlying perched water zones. The Commentor further stated that this circumstance could 
conflict with the NRC site suitability requirement that "disposal facility must not be located where nearby 
facilities could ... significantly mask environmental monitoring program." IO CFR 6 l.50(a)(l l) [L-W] 

Response: The criteria referenced actually states: "The disposal site must not be located where nearby 
facilities or activities could adversely impact the ability of the site to meet the performance objectives ... 
or significantly mask the environmental monitoring program." The ICDF would be designed, 
constructed. operated, and closed, to not adversely impact the aquifer (SRPA) and surface receptors. For 
environmental monitoring. the monitoring system would be designed, constructed, operated, and 
maintained to determine the impacts on the aquifer from the ICDF. The actual design of both the disposal 
cells and monitoring network will be developed during the remedial design phase of the project. 

Comment 212 : One Commentor recommended that we determine whether a technically suitable 
disposal location exists at the IN EEL that is not underlain by the aquifer. If a suitable area exists. conduct 
health and environmental risk assessments and otherwise develop and evaluate this alternative on-site 
strategy. [L-W] 

Response: Based on the waste that will be accepted: in addition to the design. construction. and 
operation of the ICDF; the Agencies are confidant that the planned location is protective o.f human health. 
the enYironment. The Agencies are committed to keeping the public informed during the design and 
construction phase through the issuance of fact sheets and holding workshops. as appropriate . 
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Comml!nt 213 : A Comml!ntor remarkc!d that pumping and treating the existing contaminated 
groundwater and perched water zones are challenging and expensive and this difficulty in performing 
correcti\'e action should serve as a limitation in selecting a site abo\·e the SRPA. [L-\.VJ 

Response: We agree that cleanup of past releases to groundwater in the perched zones and SRPA are 
..:hallenging and expensi\',e, \\'e appreciate that high cost of remediation to address the environmental 
dt!cisions of the past. We must note. however, that the major source of ground,vater contamination at the 
f~TEC 1s from direct injection of hazardous and radioactive substances into the SRPA at the former 
injection ,veil, not migration of contaminants from the shallow subsurface to the aquifer. However. given 
the potential difficulty in cleaning up the SRPA. the Agencies will consider the potential impacts of the 
ICDF on groundwater ,vhen selecting the site location and developing the final design. At a minimum, 
the Agencies plan to develop the ICDF to be protective and minimize potential exposures to either 
humans or the environment. including groundwater. for at least 1,000 years. The principal contaminants 
expected to be disposed in the ICDF include Cs-13 7 and Sr-90, which have relatively short half lives and 
will substantially decay before I .000 years. 

Comment 214 : A Commentor suggested that the desire to concentrate waste over an already 
contaminated portion of environmentally vulnerable. economically vital sole source" aquifer is 
compounded by Department's actions to accelerate waste receipt at the existing, Radioactive Management 
Complex Subsurface Disposal Area waste management program strategic plan. [L-WJ 

• 

Response: We cannot emphasize enough that the ICDF is..Q.lli.)'. for !NEEL CERCLA cleanup waste 
disposal. These wastes already exist above the "sole source aquifer" and if not addressed will present a 
unacceptable risk if the INEEL land is developed for private use in the future. Stringent waste acceptance 
criteria will be developed as part of the remedial design process., Only wastes that do not pose a threat of • 
exceeding drinking water standards in the underlying aquifer will be permitted to be disposed in the 
engineered landfill. WAG 3 CERCLA wastes that cannot be safely managed on INEEL will be disposed 
of in an off-site disposal facility in full compliance with state and federal laws and regulations 

Comment 215 : The !NEEL CAB recommended that use of clean areas to dispose of wastes be 
minimized to the extent possible. The Board restated its support in the past for using already 
contaminated areas as disposal sites for LL W. L'se of clean areas is much less desirable. [CAB-WJ 

Response: Construction of the ICDF will occur in the area to the west of the existing INTEC percolation 
ponds. A siting study was completed resulting in the selected location for the ICDF area. Site CPP-95 is 
the contaminated area associated with releases from the main stack at INTEC. The area defined as the 
AOC will not be suitable for free release or unrestricted use for I 00 years. This will require the area to be 
institutionally controlled with access and use restrictions and radiological surveillance. While the area 
seh:cted for the ICDF does not encompass the entire existing percolation ponds area, the selected ICDF 
urea ls in a previously contaminated area requiring continued access restrictions. 

Comment 216 : A Commentor asked that the WAG 3 AOC be shown on a map. [U-WJ 

Response: A map showing the \\"AG 3 OL" 3-13 AOC is included in this ROD. The boundary extends 
:;outh of the C\tsting percolation ponds. The entire proposed ICDF area is located ·within the Ot.: 3- I 3 
AOC. 
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C.3.3.3. ICDF Design 

Comment 217 : A Commentor noted that since the radioactive waste will be extremely hazardous for 
tens of thousands of years. a conservative risk assessment would consider a 500-year flood rates at 
9,680 cubic feet per second (34% greater flow rate than I 00 year). as opposed to a I 00 year. Further, a 
500-Year flood plus failure of Mackay Dam (built in 1917) would result in estimated flows of9,700 ... 
54.000 cubic feet per second respectively. [CB-WJ 

Response: We agree with the Commentor concerning the need to consider a 500-year flood event during 
remedial design. The majority of the waste we anticipate disposing ofin the ICDF will contain Cs-137 
and Sr-90 contaminated soil and debris with half lives which through radioactive decay, will result in 
acceptable risk-based concentrations well within 500 years. The Agencies plan to consider a 500-year 
flood event when designing the engineered cover. However, the Agencies are not using the 500-year · 
flood event as an ICDF siting criterion. The engineered containment barriers will be designed to control 
erosion, infiltration, and intrusion. With a flood, erosion of the containment structure is an issue along 
with infiltration. Both of these issues will be considered and factored into the design of the ICDF. In 
addition, we will evaluate historic high water elevations and potential future climatic events in our design 
assumptions. 

Comment 218 : A Commentor stated that the ICPP as a whole is about as flat as a tabletop. He referred 
to a US Geological Survey (USGS) report released in 1998, acknowledging that the northern halfofthe 
ICPP would be flooded in a peak I 00-year flood. USGS estimated that the ICPP would be under several 
feet of moving water and the Big Lost flow rate at 7,260 cubic feet per second. The detailed report map 
shows the northern half of the ICPP would be under as much as four feet of water. [CB-W] 

Response: The proposed ICDF location is beyond the southern boundary of INTEC, and is not within 
the IOO-year floodplain, as identified by USGS. Funher, The engineered containment barriers (Caps) for 
·the ICDF. will be designed to control erosion. Concerning the four feet of water, the USGS report shows 
a depth of 4 feet of moving water encompasses the bottom of the existing drainage system (ditches) 
located in the northern part of INTEC. not flowing across the facility unrestricted. 

Comment 219 : A Commentor expressed concern that given the value of the SRP A, the lack of natural 
protection offered by in situ soils and hydrologic conditions and the dangers of relying on manmade 
systems for waste isolation. the proposed Chem Plant on-site disposal facility is unsuitable. (L-W] 

Response: The construction of the ICDF is partially dependent upon the natural protection offered by 
INEEL soils. During remedial design. it may be determined that the existing soils will need to be 
supplemented to achieve the design objectives. If this is the case, the supplement actions will be 
implement to meet the design objectives. This design requirement applies equally to commercial and 
government facilities. The issue is not whether contaminants exist above the sole source aquifer. it is 
whether the contaminants exist in an environment in which they may pose an unacceptable risk to human 
health and the environment. 

Comment 220 : A Commentor discussed that the porous, coarse-grained soil deposits and shallow, 
permeable bedrock beneath the Chem Plant offer limited ability to attenuate contaminants and impede 
downward infiltration. Under such unfavorable natural conditions. the man-made liner system for the 
proposed disposal site would offer the only waste isolation barrier. Failure to successfullyjoin the 
multiple panels comprising the liners. heavy equipment damage. degradation of liner materials by waste 
constituents or the simple passage of time could lead to unforeseen releases. Once in the fractured basalt. 
contaminant dispt:rsion monitoring and correcti\·e action would be difficult and expensive. [L-WJ 
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Response: The operation of the ICDF is not dependent upon the natural protection offered by (;\;EEL . 
soils. Design requirements and construction procedures address the operational concerns mentioned by 
the Commentor. The WAC pro\'ide further assurance that the aquifer will remain protected. Commercial 
landfills are located above fractured basalt. Siting criteria for the ICDF (\\'hich is limited in terms of what 
wastes may be accepted) is not the same as that of a commercial facility. which accepts many forms of 
,,.astes. 

Comment 221 
(SRA-W] 

A Commentor asked about the design life for the ICDF liner and for the co\'er. 

Response: Both the liner (bottom of disposal cells) and cover ( engineered barrier: cap) materials for the 
ICDF will have design life requirements. The design life of the liner materials are grouped into two 
categories. The first category is the materials used for the leachate collection during the operational phase 
of the individual disposal cells. These leachate collection materials are the same as those used in the 
construction of RCRA Subtitle C facilities and have design lives of 30 years or more. The operational 
phase of the individual disposal cells is expected to be approximately 10 years. Proper cover design 
should minimize infiltration, thereby preventing the need for long term operation of the leachate 
collection system. The second liner category is the materials used for the material beneath the leachate 
collection system and on top of the basalt. For materials beneath the leachate collection system, natural. 
native. or natural analog materials will be used. These materials would have design lives of geological 
timescale(> I ,000 years). These material will have sufficient design life to control the contaminant 
migrations until the level of contamination present do not present a risk to the environment. In the case of 
the engineered barriers (covers). the material of construction would be similar to the materials used 
beneath the leachate collection system. As design specifications are part of the remedial design process, 

• 

these issues will be further evaluated during the remedial design. • 

Comment 222 : A Commentor stated that the concept of the ICDF is flawed and unacceptable. It does 
not afford sufficient protection to the Snake River Aquifer since it will eventually leak (refer to the recent 
discovery at Envirocare of 2500 gallons of leachate between the liners). The Commentor asked, how will 
!NEEL manageidispose of leachate from this facility? Bonneville county was not allowed to construct a 
municipal landfill over the aquifer, why should DEQ allow construction of a hazardousiPCB waste 
landfill over the same aquifer? DEQ should be consistent in their application of requirements to protect 
the aquifer. Will this landfill accept only PCB waste between 50 and 500 ppm PCBs. or will it accept 
>500 ppm PCBs'? [C-W] 

Response: We disagree with the Commentor. Currently. there are several municipal landfills sited over 
the SRPA. The lCDF will be designed, constructed. operated. and closed to remain protective of human 
health and the environment. including the SRPA. for at least 1,000 years. The Agencies goal is to protect 
the aquifer. Problems at Envirocare are not relevant to the ICDF design. operation, or closure. Leachate 
generated during the operation of the ICDF will be managed and treated at the SSST. The treated effluent 
may be used for dust suppression during operations. The ICDF will be designed to minimize the 
generation of leachate after closure. This is the reason for the actions identi tied in the ROD. Concerning 
PCB wastes. the ICDF ,viii be limited to less than 500 mg,kg (ppm) non-liquid PCBs. Wastes containing 
free liquids will not be disposed in the ICDF. 

Comment :?:?3 : The !NEEL CAB recommended that the ICDF be designed to avoid the effect of the 
probable maximum flood. The contaminants that would be disposed at the ICDF have raqionuclides with 
\ cry long half lhcs. Design to a, oid the impacts of a I 00-year flood may not offer sufficient protection. 
[CAB-\\'] • 
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Response: When evaluating the .. probable maximum flood", it is necessary to know the frequency of the 
event. 1\fost of the contaminated materials (soil and debris) to be disposed of in the ICDF will remain 
unacceptable from a human health perspective for less than 500 years. The major effect on a landfill 
similar to the ICDF would be the effect of errosion of the engineered containment structure (cap). 
Groundwater generally is not greatly impacted (short-tenn increase in contaminant migration along with a 
decrease in contaminant concentrations). The engineered containment structure would be designed to 
deal with the effects of at least a 500-year flood. This will provide adequate protection for the ICDF fr<>m 
flooding effects along v,:ith protection of the SRP A. 

Comment 224 : The !NEEL CAB recommended that the ICDF final design be fully compliant with the 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) substantive requirements. DOE may need to dispose 
of waste containing RCRA-Jisted contaminants at the ICDF. The design should accommodate that 
possibility to avoid expensive retrofitting in the future. [CAB-WJ 

Response: The ICDF will be designed to meet the design requirements for a RCRA Subtitle C hazardous 
waste disposal facility. Meeting the RCRA Subtitle C requirements allows for RCRA waste (listed and 
treated characteristic) to be disposed of in the facility. In addition, hazardous waste materials (hazardous, 
mixed, and LL W) from other !NEEL CERCLA remedial and removal actions would be candidate 
materials for disposal in the ICDF. This will eliminate retrofitting the ICDF to meet RCRA requirements 
in the future. 

Comment 225 : A Commenter asked, "Regarding the ICDF: How exactly will the design of the 
proposed ICDF prevent future percolation of contaminants into the groundwater?" [U-WJ 

Response: The ICDF will be designed to meet the RCRA Subtitle C minimum technical requirements 
and PCB Chemical Waste Landfill design requirements. Our Waste Acceptance Criteria will assume that 

. contaminants will eventually leach out of the waste in the ICDF and migrate toward the SRP A. 
Therefore, we will limit our waste acceptance to wastes with contaminant levels that, even if the long
tenn leachate collection and management system were to fail, would not cause an MCL or unacceptable 
risk level exceedence in the SRPA. based on modeling. 

C.3.3.4. ICDF Waste Acceptance Criteria 

Comment 226 : A Commenter remarked that the ICDF Engineering Design and Waste Acceptance 
Criteria (WAC) must be developed with public involvement through a free and open discussion. Only 
un-containerized wastes that can be compacted during placement should be allowed so as to minimize 
subsidence caused by container decomposition. Biodegradable, VOC, collapsible, soluble, TRU, or 
Greater than Class C Low-level, and Alpha-LL W must also be excluded from the ICDF dump and sent 
off-site. Prior to completing the ICDF Title II Design, workshops should be convened for stakeholders to 
comment on the proposal. Waste acceptance criteria maximum contaminate concentration levels must be 
determined from waste sampling prior to being mixed with any stabilizing materials. In other words, 
··dilution is not the solution to pollution." [CB-W] 

Response: Only !NEEL CERCLA waste that is non-containerized. compactable, and non-biodegradable 
are being considered for disposal in the ICDF without the need for pretreatment. Containerized and 
biodegradable wastes may require pretreatment and treatment, if necessary, to meet the waste acceptance 
criteria for disposal in the ICDF. In addition. no TRU waste or waste having concentrations of TRL: 
constituents exceeding l O nCi!g are being considered as candidate waste for disposal in the ICDF. Also, 
the waste acceptance criteria. along with the design. wili be d~\'eloped to ensure that the SRPA is 
protected from potential contamination from the ICDF. Further. the Agencies will keep the Community 
informed as to the progress and content of the remedial design through a series of Fact Sheets. In 
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addition. presentations and discussions \vith the !;\;EEL CAB andior Focus Groups will be held during the 
development of the design and construction of the ICDF. Concerning the last point, stabilization is a 
treatment technology used to reduce the leaching potential of a waste. It \Viii not change the how \Vastes 
will be managed in the ICDF. Prohibited wastes. like TRL' and Alpha LL Ws will not be diluted so as to 
meet the waste acceptance criteria for the ICDF. 

Comment 2.:?7 : A Commentor stated ... The volumes and contamination levels for the soil dump aren't 
ch:ar. It is inappropriate to ask the pub! ic to sign-off on the soil dump before its waste acceptance criteria 
are known. \Viii the public have an opportunity to help develop and comment on the soil dump design 
and WACT [SRA-W] 

Response: Under this ROD, soils and debris from CERCLA cleanup activities could be accepted into the 
INEEL CERCLA Disposal Facility. For the evaluation of remedial alternatives for Group 3 (Other 
Surface Soils), a volume of 82.000 yds.1 was considered. The volumes from the various release sites can 
be found in Appendix A.of the FS Report. lnfonnation on the maximum contaminant concentrations for 
the various release sites can be found in Section 5 of the RI/BRA Report. The actual chemical-specific 
waste acceptance criteria will be developed during the remedial design. However, general criteria have 
been identified in the ROD. The most important criterion is that the ICDF will only accept material such 
that the JCDF will not adversely impact the SRPA or surface receptors, over the long tenn. Others 
include: only CERCLA wastes; only non-liquid \Vastes: and no High Level, TRU or Alpha LLW, will be 
acceptable. During the remedial design activities, we will develop and issue Fact Sheets on the various 
cleanup activities under this ROD. In addition, we will be available to discuss the various remedial 
design and remedial action activities with interested public groups as appropriate. 

Comment 228 : A Commentor was concerned about being asked to comment on the ICDF when they 
didn·t know what the waste acceptance criteria were. (MMS-W-W] · 

Response: For the Other Surface Soils group, a conceptual ICDF was evaluated as a remedial alternative. 
In evaluating the ICDF, candidate material for disposal in the ICDF were identified and evaluated (see 
Appendix C of the FSS Report, which is contained in the Administrative Record). The actual waste 
acceptance criteria \viii be developed during the remedial design. Ho\vever, the waste acceptance criteria 
,viii limit the material acceptable for disposal such that the ICDF will not adversely impact the SRPA or 
surface receptors. 

Comment 229 : A Commentor asked about, Page 28, Alternative 4A, Preferred Alternative. 4th 
paragraph. of the Proposed Plan and wanted a definition on what wastes are "suitable for disposal" at this 
disposal facility. [C-W] 

Response: Only waste materials from l~EEL CERCLA remedial and removal actions which are 
primarily mixed LLW would be acceptable for disposal in the ICDF, provided that the waste meets the 
acceptance criteria. The in-AOC waste ,vould be required to meet the acceptance criteri.a for the ICDF .. 
Waste materials (soils and debris) that do not have the potential to adversely impact the SRPA from 
contaminants leaching of the waste would be candidate materials for disposal ( suitable for disposal). 
Further, \\Ustes would be required to meet the requirements of Phase IV LDRs. as appropriate. Pre
treatment of wastes. as necessary to meet the acceptance criteria (stabilization for subsidence or leaching 
control). would be perfom1ed prior to disposal. 

Comment :!JI) : On~ Commentor c.juestioned the quantities. concentrations and size of the proposed 
ICDF'.1 .:\[so.\\ ill the facility serve as a retriernble storage area'? Is there any plutonium going into the 
ICDF·., So are you going to follow the I 00 nCi standard? If\\ e use IO nCi:g. how many billions of 
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particles? The thing on the situation was legally, you could take less than I 00 nCi transuranics from the 
Tank Farm. putting in this official RCRA endorsed low-level dump; right? [PR-TT] 

Response: The proposed ICDF, which would be a permanent disposal site. designed, constructed and 
monitored in accordance with applicable hazardous waste minimum technology design requirements, is 
expected to encompass less than I 00 acres upon closure including a buffer zone. The maximum 
allowable radionuclide concentrations will be determined in the RD/RA WP. However, no contaminants 
will be placed in the ICDF, which would exceed the design capabilities of the facility and threaten the 
underlying SRPA. For TRU contaminants, which include Pu-239, concentrations above IO nCiig (alpha 
low level) will not be accepted. 

Comment 231 : A Commentor questioned whether tank farm soils, if excavated would go to the ICDF? 
[PR-TTJ 

Response: Our Group I interim action does not envision the excavation and disposal of tank farm soils. 
The ICDF will not accept TRU wastes above IO nCi/g nor will it receive HL W. Stabilization of ICPP 
soils would only be to the extent necessary to prevent future leaching and subsidence. There are LL W 
soils and debris currently stored at INTEC (Sites CPP-92, -96, -98, and -99) that originated from within 
the Tank Fann area. This soil and debris is candidate material for the ICDF, provided the material meets 
the ICDF acceptance criteria. For soils and debris within the WAG 3 AOC that have triggered placemt:nt, 
the material is subject to Hazardous Waste Determinations and LDRs. For the ~oils remaining in the 
Tank Fann, OU 3-14 will evaluate the risks and potential remedial actions. 

Comment 232 : A Commentor stated, .. This, to me, is the whole problem with piece mealing the whole 
situation. And even in the big picture, if every radionuclide leaked that was there, it would meet federal 
standards because the aquifer is so large. And the big picture is that's why they view INEEL as the 
perfect place to have a 200-acre plutonium dump that they talk about is their event goal." [PR-TI] 

Response: Protection of the SRP A is one of the primary objectives of the OU 3-13 project. As there is 
already contamination in the SRPA that will require remediation, the ICDF will not be allowed to 
adversely impact the aquifer. Additional impacts would only make restoration of the aquifer harder and 
more costly. Based on this, the maximum concentrations of leachate from the ICDF will be limited to 
control impacts on the aquifer so that the aquifer is not contaminated above drinking water standards from 
the ICDF. From the big picture standpoint. the impacts from the ICDF are considered in the overall 
(cumulative) impacts for WAG 3. 

Comment 233 : A Commentor stated, "Literally. our water supply is large, but the medical view of 
radiation is. to -- the less human-added exposure the better, and with ze'ro being the safest limit. And we 
have a chance to contain all this material, and yet you're going through calculations you know will allow 
you to rebury it. That's my problem with the whole cleanup. You actually Jet it leak and it still meets 
your standards. That's why mixing it with cement is acceptable to you and putting it over the water 
supply is acceptable to you." [PR-TT] 

Response: The ICDF is for the consolidation of existing contaminated soils into a facility designed. 
constructed. operated. and closed to control and minimize the leakage (leachate) from the material 
disposed in the cells. The level of radiation that we are designing to be protective of human health is less 
than 1 '20th the dose typically received by the general public in the nearby communities. 1he disposal 
cells will pre\'ent the uncontrolled leakage of contamination to the SRPA. Stabilization ofINTEC soils 
will be perfom1ed to the extt:nt necessary to pre\·ent future leaching and subsidence . 
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Cornmenc 23-l : A Commentor noted char rhe Agencies were looking at a 1000 years institutional life 
and compared this to concerns at Pit 9. with Plutonium concentrations above I 00 nCi. [PR-TTJ 

Response: The 1.000 years for the minimum design lite of the engineered containment structure (cap) is 
not related to the :icceptable plutonium concentrations for the ICDF. The 1.000 year value is the time that 
containment would be necessary to deal with most of the contaminants through radioactive decay. For 
plutonium and other long-lived radionuclides. concentrations would be limited and other necessary 
controls anc:Lor actions implemented to limit the concentrations in the leachate to protect the SRPA for 
adverse impacts. The protection on the SRPA would not end at J .000 years. In addition. the ICDF would 
be limited to accepting TRlJ constituents at levels below l O nCi/g. 

Comment 235 : A Commentor stated. "I just want to make this for the record that this is a pennanent 
solution forever. That there will be a cap or a liner at the bottom and it will be properly capped and 
contaminated soils will be placed there. initially. in the old percolation ponds. And we belteve that will 
be safe for a thousand-plus years. Other things will go in some of the soil including concrete from 
breaking up buildings. contaminated equipment, and contaminated structures broken up into bite-size 
pieces. The volume will be contaminated soil. but, in particular, if t'1e choice is to tear buildings down, 
then certainly the debris from those buildings. some or all of it is candidate to go in there. Some cannot 
go there because of too-high levels of radioactivity to some other place. So the ICDF is a generalized 
disposal facility. It is a centralized facility for other clean up areas, TAN in particular. and anything else 
that does produce soils or debris will go there. They will not have their own separate repositories. That 
largely is due to economic arguments ... [DK-TT] 

• 

Response: The Commentor is correct. The ICDF would be closed with the construction of an engineered 
containment structure (cap}. The actual location of the disposal cells, within the ICDF area, will be • 
determined during remedial design based on technical, regulatory, and financial factors. Wastes that 
could be accepted at the ICDF include both soil and debris. The acceptanc~ criteria would also limit the 
concentrations of contaminants to protect the SRPA along with potential surface receptors. The ICDF 
may be used by other WA Gs. Disposal of soil and debris at the ICDF from the other WAGs would only 
occur if this remedial option is selected through the CERCLA process by the other WA Gs. 

Comment 236 : The 1:--:EEL CAB recommended that the ICDF waste acceptance criteria be sufficiently 
restrictive to protect the aquifer. The criteria should be constructed using a long-term point of view with 
an appropriately designed public involvemen! process. I.NEEL waste generated by the cleanup program 
that does not meet the criteria should be disposed ofoff-site. (CAB-W] 

Response: The waste acceptance criteria for the ICDF will be primarily developed to protect the aquifer 
from unacceptable levels of contamination, Peak contaminant concentrations impacting the aquifer \viii 
be evaluated regardless of when the peak occurs in time. This will provide the aquifer with long-tenn 
protection from the impacts of the ICDF. During the development of the \vaste acceptance criteria, fact 
sheets and other documents will be developed to inform the public. Any l:\EEL CERCLA waste not 
meeting the acceptance criteria will ,be disposed of at other disposal faci I ities including off-site disposal. if 
necessary. 

C.4. Group -4: Perched Water 

Comment ::?37 : The !NEEL CAB recommended that DOE conduct further study of metrods for 
rl!placing the percolmion ponds and that the ROD pro\ ide much more tktailed infom,ation on this issue. 
(CAB-\\') 
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Response: fn the evaluation of alternatives for the INTEC perched water, a replacement facility (new 
percolation ponds) was evaluated. Additional alternatives for replacement of the existing percolation 
ponds were evaluated and the information is contained in the Administrative Record. A new set of 
percolation poncjs will be constructed to deal with the existing service waste discharges. If necessary, 
these ponds will be operated under this ROD until a new wastewater land application program (WLAP) 
permit to operate is obtained. upgrading or additional capacity would be conducted under a separate 
project in support of INTEC facility operations. As recommended the ROD contains more details 
concerning the timing issue and the implementation of the replacement facility for the existing percolation 
ponds. · 

Comment 238 : A Com mentor remarked that for Group 4, the perched water, 24 percent of the recharge 
was from the Big Lost River. Therefore. it seemed that the chances of doing something with the Big Lost 
River are pretty high because it was a quarter of the recharge. The Proposed Plan only stated that dealing 
with the Lost River, which is in Phase 2 was just a probability? [DK-TT] 

Response: We agree that additional actions may be necessary to reduce the infiltration of water at 
INTEC to de-water the area of the perched water. Removing the existing Percolation ponds represents 
over 2/3rds of the recharge. \-todeling shows that this may in itself be sufficient. If not, based on 
monitoring results, Additional infiltration controls will be implemented which will reduce the river 
recharge in the stretch affecting the perched water and thus eliminate the river as a source of recharge. 

C.4.1. Group 4 Description 

Comment 239 : A Commentor questioned the consistency of Page 32 Perched Water, Alternative I of 
the Proposed Plan. "It first states that "controls will remain in place until 2095." Then it backpedals and 
states that perched water monitoring will only take place for 20 years after.the ponds are taken out of 
service." "What if perched water is still present 20 years after the pon4s are taken out of service?" [C-
W] 

Response: For this non-selected alternative (Alternative 1: No Action with Monitoring), the percolation 
ponds were assumed to remain in service until all operations at INTEC had been completed. Treatment of 
the waste at INTEC would be completed by 2035 and a period of 10 years would be required to complete 
the facility disposition activities. This would result in the percolation ponds being removed from service 
in 2045. In the computer modeling, a period of approximately 14 years would be required for the perched 
water to drainout (change to an unsaturated zone). Perched Water monitoring would continue for 20 
years following the removal of the percolation ponds from service: Although the monitoring period 
would end before 2095. the access (institutional) controls would remain in effect until at least 2095. 
Should the perched water not drainout as expected. the monitoring would be extended. This extended 
monitoring would continue for a period after the drainout has occurred. 

Comment 240 : A Commentor stated that there was no mention that most of the contamination is the 
perched v.:ater was believed to have come from the tank farm nor ,vas there mention that the perched 
water was contaminated with RCRA listed waste. [C-WJ 

Response: Th~ Commentor is correct. Waste containing.listed waste constituents were spilled in the 
Tank Fann soils. Some contaminants have migrated from these soils downward to the perched water 
bodies and this water may contain RCRA-listed waste constituents. 

Comment 241 : A Commentor :;tated that at Pages 34.and 35. of the Proposed Plan. short-tenn and 
long-tern, dfecti, eness. no mention was made of the contaminants already present in the basajt and 
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interbeds and their impact on the perched. and deep. aquifers. The Commenter further asked. '"What KJ 
studies have been done to support your answer'!'" [C-W J 

Response: The Commenter is correct in stating that there is knov.:n contamination present in both the 
basalt and interbed materials at l~TEC ( ICPP). The computer modeling that was conducted for the 
RJ BRA. FS. and FSS Reports did not consider the source tem1 present in either the basalt or interbed 
materials. Instead the source tem1s modeled for most release sites considered the contamination 
remaining in the surface soils. For release sites where the constituent characteristics and \'Olume of the 
liquid released to the surface soils \\."ere knov.:n or estimated. the source terms for these sites considered 
the released contaminant masses. In addition. these liquid release sites are the largest releases at INTEC. 
Although this does result in an uncertainty in the source term mass and subsequent modeling calculations, 
it should not significantly alter the results obtained from the modeling. Additional analysis will be 
conducted under OU 3-14 on source terms in the Tank Farm area and this analysis may be able to semi
quantitatively evaluate the impact of the source terms contained in the basalt and interbed materials. For 
the computer modeling. default retardation factors (KJ), which are generally conservative, were used. 
The K.i values used in the modeling are presented in Appendix F. section F-5. of the RI/BRA Report. 
Studies to refine the transport mechanisms and rates will be conducted under the OU 3-14 project. 

C.4.2. Group 4 Alternatives 

Comment 242 : A Commentor stated that the perched water preferred Alternative 2 alone did not meet 
regulatory requirements unless combined with Alternative 3 (pump and treat). Even so it would partially 
meet the requirements with the following exception that the existing ICPP percolation ponds will be taken 
out of service and replaced with new "like for like" percolation ponds not over the existing perched water. 

• 

The Commentor felt that the contamination of the perched water currently was largely the result of using • 
unlined percolation ponds to dispose of process waste. [CB-WJ 

Response: If the Perched water was capable of sustainable drinking water at the future residential use 
hypothetical time frame, the Commentor would be correct that the Ground Water Protection Standards 
would not be met without implementing Alternative 3. However. the Perched water is not a sustainable 
source of drinking water. It largely exists because of DOE operations which discharge more water into 
the soil than can naturally drain. thus resulting in a perched water zone. The perched water does serve to 
conduct leachate migrating from surface sources to the SRPA. This is why removal of the existing 
percolation ponds is an important phase of the remedial action. · 

Also, while it is true that disposal of radiological and hazardous waste occurred in the past at levels which 
impacted the aquifer. these impacts are what led to the !~EEL facility being listed on the National 
Priority List (NPL) with cleanup being performed under the FFA!CO. Current waste management 
operations are covered under state and federal programs. which are outside the scope of this action but are 
designed to protect health and the en\"ironment. 

Comment 243 : A Commenter remarked that the Plan discounted the Perched Water as "No risk 
because perched water is not capable of sustaining a pumping rate needed for future domestic water 
supplies: therefore. it is not a source of potable water:· Yet in ICPP Plan Alternative 3 (not the preferred 
ulternath'e). DOE acknowledges a perched water pump treat rate of 46 million gallons over 25 years. 
Applying simple arithmetic that works out to a daily pumping rate of 5.041 gallons per day. which is 
ltkel~ adequ..ne to sustain O\ er ten households·.> [CB-\\"] · 

Response: \\'e are :.0rry for the confusion on this issue. The Perched Water is primarily sustained by the 
pumping and disposing of approximately 2 \IGD in the C\.isting Percolation Ponds. If the Percolation 
Pond:-, me rcrmn cd from the v1cinit~ of the perched \\ acer. th\! pt.!rched water would dissipate within k-;, 
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than twenty years. In the evaluation of Alternative 3 for the Perched Water. the rate of withdraw( from 
the perched water varied over time (starting high and reducing) to account for the reduction in the 
available perched water. Also, the amount of contaminant mass removed by Alternative 3 is insignificant 
compared to the amount of contamination present. Our use of the I 00-year future residential scenario and 
commitment to replace or relocate the Percolation Ponds will result in the availability of the SRPA for 
future drinking water consumption. The Perched Water is not capable of providing a sustainable drinking 
water supply. ifDOE's use of the Percolation Ponds is ended. Based on the evaluation of alternatives. we 
concluded that Alternative 2 (Institutional Controls with Aquifer Recharge Control), which includes 
removing the existing percolation ponds from service, best satisfied the evaluation criteria. 

Comment 244 : A Commentor stated that at Page 33, Perched Water (Group 4) - Alternative 3 of the 
Proposed Plan, "... regarding removal and treatment of 46 million gallons of perched water. I recognize 
that very few alternatives are available for dealing with contaminated perched water, however, a back of 
the envelope calculation shows that in order to remove l 00% of the Sr-90 estimated to have been released 
to the environment (l 9,400 Ci) would require that the average concentration of perched water removed be 
I 00 million pCi/L. Therefore, to remove only I% of the Sr-90, the average concentration will have to be 
I million pCi/L, which at best could decrease the predicted future risk by I%. Although several wells 
have had measured concentrations in the hundreds of thousands of pCi/L, the average concentration is 
much lower and none have approached I million pCi/L. Therefore, this alternative cannot possibly 
provide any measurable risk reduction, regardless of the cost. The alternative should not be given 
credibility by including it as an alternative. By quantifying the risk reduction, the ineffectiveness of this 
alternative could have been quantitatively shown and eliminated." [JM-W] 

Response: Alternative 3 was included for Group 4 (Perched Water) to present a range of alternatives and 
to include at least two viable alternatives. Alternative 3 is a more aggressive approach to the remediation 
of the Perched Water than Alternative 2. We also feel that Alternative 3 would result in an insignificant 
risk reduction beyond the results obtained by implementing Alternative 2. 

Comment 245 : A Commentor questioned the technical and administrative implementability the 
Perched Water (Group 4), Alternative 3. given the discontinuous nature of the perched water at INTEC. 
[JM-W] 

Response: Alternative 3 was included for Group 4 (Perched Water) to present a range of alternatives and 
to include at least two viable alternatives. Alternative 3 is a more aggressive approach to the remediation 
of the Perched Water than Alternative 2. We believe that Alternative 3 is an implementable alternative. 
but would only result in a minor risk reduction if implemented. 

Comment 246 : A Commentor pointed out that on Page 35. Perched Water (Group 4) - Table 6 and 
sidebar. of the Proposed Plan, under Alternative 2 the ~et Present Value is given as $35.6M but in the 
sidebar it is given as $20.0 M? [JM-W] 

Response: We are aware of the typographical error. but unfortunately were unable to correct it before the 
release of the Proposed Plan. The correct NPV cost for Table 6 is S20.0M. 

Comment 2-l7 : A Commentor pointed out that on Page 33, Alternative 2, the last sentence refers to the 
OU 3-14 Rl!FS studying the effects of the Big Lost River and Sewage Treatment Plant {STP) on the 
perched water in addition to the tank farm. He stated ... , fa strong connection exists betw~en the tank 
farm and the perched water. then the perched water site should be removed from this Proposed Plan and 
included in the OL' 3-1-l Plan and ROD." [C-WJ 
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Response: We are sorry for the confusion. Cnder the OC 3-13 project. the impacts of the Big Lost Ri,·er 
(BLRJ and Sewage Treatment Plant (STP) would be investigated and evaluated for impacts on the 
perched water during the perched water remedial action implementation. The computer modeling 
conducted for OU 3-13 showed a linkage between the various sources ofv,.:ater (percolation ponds, BLR. 
STP.etc.) infiltrating the subsurface and the perched water bodies. Operable unit 3-14 will use the 
existing infonnation from OL' 3-13, including removal of infiltrating ,vater source to evaluate localized 
SRPA contamination within the J;\iTEC fence line. 

Comment 248 : A Commentor pointed out that on page 36. I si partial paragraph. Phase 2 of the 
Proposed Plan addresses diverting or lining the Big Lost river and/or taking action on the STP perched 
water. rather than evaluating under OU3- I 4. [C-W] 

Respons~: The scope of OU 3-14 has changed since the project was initially discussed. Under the OU 3-
13 project, the success of removal of the Percolation Ponds will be assessed against the expected 
dewatering of the Perched Water. If the goals are not achieved, Additional infiltration controls will be 
implemented ,vhich will include lining of the BLR. It is not expected that relocation of the STP is 
necessary given its small contribution to recharge. 

C.5. Group 5: Snake Ri\'er Plain Aquifer 

Comment 249 : A Commentor was concerned that the percolating ponds will still be running and that 
contaminants in them were flooding or going into the aquifers. [JJ-TM] 

Response: We share the Commentor's concern regarding the percolation ponds and their affect on the 
migration of contaminants based on th~ir present location. This is why this action will require the 
shutdown of the ponds at their current location and relocation. 

Comment 250 : A Commentor stated their belief that the Proposed Plan needed to take a fundamentally 
different view on how to protect the SRPA. The policy towards protecting the aquifer should be the 
overriding alternative looked at and other alternatives should flow out of that. [SR-TBJ 

Response: We agree with the Commentor in that protection of the SRPA is a primary objective in the 
restoration of the !NEEL. Also. \Vith the SRPA. a sole source aquifer, protection of the aquifer is a 
primary concern for remedial actions. The remedial alternatives that were developed and evaluated 
considered the impacts on the SRPA. With this in mind, remedial alternatives that do not adversely 
impact the SRPA are viable alternatives for consideration. 

Comment 251 : A Commentor stated that in addition to serving drinking water needs, the SRPA 
provides vast quantities of water for Idaho agriculture and stated that competing demands for \\.'ater on 
Idaho and other western water sources will certainly intensify over the proposed I 00-year cleanup 
timeframe. [L-W] 

Response: \\' e agree with the Com mentor that water is a very valuable commodity. Most of the water 
extracted from the SRPA at the !~EEL is returned to the aquifer. Cnder this ROD. the SRPA area 
associated with J:--:TEC operations outside of the 1:--;TEC fence will be restored to drinking water 
standards. This\\ ill make the aquifer useable after 2095 for other activities. 

Comment 252 : A Commentor asked. "How\\ idespread i:- the contamination in the plume'? ls there 
going to be an ,lltt.!mpt to retrie, e and conta111 this contamination. or is it just going to be monitored and 
,tssumed tl) he ht.!IO\\ foderal standards'?" (PR-TT] 
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Response: Our evaluation and modeling of the contaminant plume in the SRPA extends approximately 8 
miles beyond the !NEEL site boundary, however. contaminant concentrations above drinking water 
standards do not extend beyond the INEEL site boundaries. nor are they expected to in the future. We 
will implement a contingent action to insure that the aquifer is acceptable for drinking water consumption 
within J 00 years. As necessary we will retrieve contaminants to insure this goal of aquifer restoration is 
met. Monitoring of the SRPA will be performed until the Agencies determine that there is no longer a 
risk of MCLs being exceeded after 2095. This will be evaluated in the 5-year reviews. 

Comment 253 : A Commentor questioned where the drinking water standards were to be met in the 
SRPA. [DK-TT] 

Response: Following the year 2095 restoration timeframe, the SRPA will be restored (remediation of the 
WAG 3 groundwater plume) to drinking water standards in the INTEC operations impacted portion of the 
SRPA outside the current INTEC fence line. • 

C.5.1. Group 5 Description 

Comment 254 : A Commentor stated that there was insufficient information presented on 1-129 
distributions to select a remedy for the aquifer. The model predicts possible concentrations, which are 
greater than the drinking water standard, yet no data exists to support the theory that the HI interbed 
exceeds the drinking water standard. The Commentor further stated that it was absurd to propose a 
remedy that costs $39.8M (NPV) or $56.2 ( 1997 dollars) based on a model prediction. The Agencies 
should first sample the HI interbed near the injection well and then determine if there really is a problem. 
Further, the Proposed Plan does not state whether any reasonable or workable treatment alternatives were 
evaluated besides pumping and treating with ion exchange, which currently will not work cost effectively. 
The Proposed Plan does not mention whether a Technical Impracticability waiver was considered. The 
Commentor stated, "I would rather see my tax dollars going to a TI waiver than this absurd and 
excessively costly pump and treat remedy." [A-W] 

Response: The information presented in the Proposed Plan is only a summary of the information 
contained in the RI/BRA. FS. and FSS Reports, which can be found in the Administrative Record. 
Contained in these documents are the details concerning contaminant concentrations and distributions 
(vertical and horizontal). The Commentor is correct in that the model predicts that there are 
concentrations greater than the drinking water standards, but it ~hould be pointed out that actual s;imples 
collected and analyzed by the United States Geological Survey (USGS) exceed the drinking water 
standards. In the model, the long-term location of the 1-129 is predicted to be found in the HI interbed. 
Part of the remedial action under Alternative 28 is to sample the SRPA at various depths to determine if 
there is significant 1-129 contamination in the HI interbed and other vertical and horizontal locations. The 
Commentor is not correct in that the active remediation of the aquifer will cost $56.2M (1997 dollars). 
This cost estimate includes the long-term monitoring of the SRPA that will be required regardless of 
whether the HI interbed is extensively contaminated or not. The active remediation portion of the cost 
estimate amounts to $28.2M which includes the installation of extraction wells, treatment facility, 
treatability studies, and associated costs. Cnder OL 3-13, remediation of the SRPA within the I~TEC 
fenceline. including the area near the injection well. was not evaluated or analyzed. A final evaluation 
along with decision on the SRPA. including the area near the injection well, will be conducted under the 
Tank Farm RliFS (OU 3-14 ). In addition, other alternatives including treatments will be evaluated and 
analyzed for the SRPA in the OL 3-1-4 Rt. FS. It is true that the only treatment options dis~ussed in the 
Proposed Plan was the pump and treat technology. However. it should be pointed out that othe~ 
technologies were considered and eliminated from further consideration in the beginning of the FS 
Report .. During the de\·elopment of the FS and FSS Report. discussions concerning a Technical 
lmpracticabil ity (Tl) wai\ er\\ ere held. Ion exchange is not the only physical 'chemical treatment option 
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a\·a1lable. Given the small tlow rates expected. evaporation of the pumped water and management of the 
residual sludges on-site is also a \'iable option. \Ve will perform treatability studies prior to implementing 
the contingent remedy. If it is determined that the remedy cannot be implemented. a Tl \vaiver for the 
{:,,:TEC SRPA groundwater plume. will be pursued. 

Comment 255 : A Commentor stated that of the 39 aquifer well sampling results (from 1995) presented 
in the RLFS, only 4 wells had concentrations greater than the detection limit. Also. none of them \Vere 
statistically abo\'e the legal :\1CL of I pCi:L. [J~f-W] 

Response: The Commentor is not correct. Data obtained in 1995 for 1-129 is not useable in that the 
detection limit was not low enough to determine if 1-129 exceeded a concentration of I pCilL. For 
evaluation and the decision process, the CSGS analytical data for 1-129 from 1990-1991 were used. In 
the USGS data, 10 wells exceeded a concentration of I p(:'i!L for 1-129. It should be noted that these are 
open interval monitoring wells. In the computer modeling. the aquifer was modeled as discrete layers. 
As such, mixing during sampling was not taken into account to determine risk levels. 

Comment 256 : A Commentor stated that because the interbed sediment permeabilities are relatively 
low. a receptor would not pump water from the interbed. Therefore, if the 1-129 is in fact trapped in the 
low permeability sediments, no receptor will drink the water. If the natural ..,.·ater filter exists and is 
operating as simulated in the computer model. it is good for the Snake River Plain water quality. [JM-WJ 

Response: It is recognized that removal of water from the interbed area would be problematic. If high 
levels of contamination occur in the interbed, remediation may be required. However, extraction of 
contaminated water from the highly contaminated zone would need to be at a sustainable rate of at least 
0.5 gpm, for future use. 

Comment 257 : A Commentor stated that if the 1-129 is not trapped in the sediments, then the model 
hypotheses are incorrect. If 1-129 is not trapped in the interbed, and the a computer model would predict 
that 1-129 concentrations are significantly lower than the current models predicted peak concentrations. 
Under this scenario, I-129 concentrations would probably not be predicted to be above the MCL of I 
pCiiL in year 2095. [JM-W] 

Response: If high levels of 1-129 are not found in the interbed, or other low permeability material. the 
contingency would not need to be implemented as the aquifer would be restored to drinking water 
standards (MCLs) prior to 2095 by natural attenuation. 

Comment 258 : A Commentor stated that the predicted I-129 peak conce~trations in year 2095 
corresponded to a 2 in 100,000 risk level (see Table I. page 18 of the Proposed Plan) which is 
significantly below the risk based action le\'el of I in I 0,000. The 2 in I 00,000 risk level is a \'ery 
conservati\'e estimate because it assumes the future receptor will pump from the relatively lov,r 
pem1eability (high 1-129 concentration) interbed rather than the high permeability (low I-129 
concentration) basalt. Therefore. this contingent remediation plan is not risk based but rather \1CL based 
on water that. in all probability. would not be pumped from the aquifer. [J.M-WJ 

Response: An acceptable risk le\·el of I in I 0.000 includes all the contaminants of concern (total 
carcinogenic risk). In addition to carcinogenic risk. state and federal drinking water standards (\1CLs) 
must be achie\ed so that the water can be consumed. Both of these standards must be met The SRPA is 
n:quired to be restored to the drinking water standards I \1CLs) by 2095. 
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Comment 259 : A Commenter stated that based on the infom1ation presented in the supporting reports. 
1-129 does not appear to be a groundwater COC and the contingent remediation proposed for Group 5 
SRPA is not needed. [JM-WJ 

Response: The SRPA is required to be restored to the drinking water standards (maximum contaminant 
levels: MCLs) by 2095. The MCL for radionuclides like 1-129 is 4 mRemiyr is the standard for total 
(beta) and (gamma) emitting radionuclides. The major contaminants in the SRPA are considered as 
COCs and include f-129 and Sr-90 .. 

Comment 260 : A Commenter stated that at Page 15 of the Proposed Plan, under "Snake River Plain 
Aquifer", mercury is listed as a COC, both prior to and after 2095. Based on the mercury modeling 
results comparison with the field data (shown in the Chapter 7 of Appendix F in the RI) the RI model 
significantly over predicts the mercury concentrations. Of the 36 wells presented, sampling results for 
only three wells showed mercury concentrations above the detection limit (0. I ug/L). Of the three. only 
one is clearly above 0.1 ug/L (based on the reporting uncertainty). The RI/FS model shows 
concentrations as high as 8 ug/L. but there is no data to support this, indicating that the model 
significantly over predicts current mercury concentrations. [JM-W] 

Response: The computer modeling predictions, when compared against the measured values generally 
are under-predictions not over predictions. The highest levels of mercury predicted occur in the vicinity 
of the injection well. There are no sampling locations near the closed injection well to measure the 
concentrations against and compare against the predictions. 

Comment 261 : A Commentor stated that at Page 15, under "Snake River Plain Aquifer," of the 
Proposed Plan, chromium is listed as a COC prior to 2095. As discussed in the RI, chromium is a TRA 
contaminant which modeling shows could mingle with the INTEC contaminant plumes downgradient 
from INTEC. Therefore, chromium is not an lNTEC contaminant of concern and should not be listed as 

.such. [JM-WJ 

Response: The Commentor is correct. Chromium is a COC for the TRA groundwater plume. 
Chromium was included and shown in the OU 3-13 evaluation for completeness (cumulative impacts) of 
aquifer risk. Post 2095 chromium is not a concern at INTEC. As such, restoration of the aquifer is not 
needed for chromium. 

Comment 262 : A Commentor remarked that RCRA listed waste entered the aquifer through injection 
well discharges. (C-W] 

Response: RCRA hazardous constituents are known to have been injected down the well. The issue that 
hazardous wastes were injected is not detennined in the remedial investigation. If further information 
results in changed information. the changed information will be evaluated and appropriate changes will be 
made to the remedies. 

Comment 263 : A Commentor asked how far downgradient will production wells be protected and what 
contaminant(s) are these wells threatened by? [C-W] 

Response: Restoration of the SRPA. under this ROD. will deal with the contaminated groundwater 
outside of the I~TEC fenceline as an interim action, The area in the SRPA exceeding either the safe 
drinking water standards (:\tels) or risk based concentrations from 1:-..;TEC releases \\."ill be remediated to 
acceptable le,·els. Currently. the area of concern in the SRPA extends from INTEC to north of CFA. For 
th is contaminated area. the COC s are generally Sr-90 and 1- I 29 . 
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C.5.2. Group 5 Alternatives 

Comment 264 : A Commentor stated that the Snake River Plain Aquifer (Group 5) should be 
remediated with a pump and treat ( Alternative 3) for the same reasons the perched water should be 
removed and treated. [CB-W] 

Response: The preferred remedy for the SRPA that was presented in the Proposed Plan is protective and · 
will result in l:':Xtraction and above-ground treatment. as necessary. to achieve aquiter usability within I 00 
years. There are some significant differences bet\',:een the preferred Alternative 28 and Alternative 3. In 
the case of Alternative 28. contamination would be removed. if necessary. from the areas within the 
SRPA which would not be restored to drinking water standards or risk-based levels without active 
remediation. For Alternative 3. contamination would be removed. if necessary. across the entire 
contaminated region of the SRPA. The timeframe for both alternatives to restore the SRPA is the same 
(year 2095). For the SRPA. Alternative 28 is the most cost-effective alternative. while reducing the risk 
to acceptable levels. evaluated. Based on this we concluded that Alternative 28 (Institutional Controls 
with Monitoring and Contingent Remediation) best satisfied the evaluation criteria. 

Comment 265 : A Commentor questioned the Proposed Plan ·s conclusion that treatment of 
contaminated groundwater is not cost-effective if the assumption were tested against future water value 
projections. [L-W] 

Response: The selected alternatives for the perched groundwater and SRPA will meet RAO's and insure 
that the SRPA is protected for future generations. The question of cost-effectiveness relates to the time 
versus cost for additional measures to remove contaminants from the SRP A and perched groundwater . 

Comment 266 : A Commentor stated that Alternative 28 for the SRPA includes provisions for pumping 
groundwater from a low permeability layer. However, pumping water from low permeability layers when 
those layers are surrounded by higher permeability layers is not feasible. The Commentor recommended 
that the Agencies select Alternative 2A. [CC-WJ 

Response: Alternative 28 does have a contingent active remediation component for the portion of the 
SRPA sufficiently contaminated that active remediation may be necessary to restore the aquifer to 
drinking water standard at the end of the restoration time frame (i.e .. 2095). Based on the groundwater 
modeling that was conducted in suppon of both the RI/BRA and FS Repons. the long-term contamination 
in the aquifer is in the low permeability zone surrounded by higher permeability zones. This does present 
a challenge in the extraction of the contaminated porewater. Removal of the contaminated porewater will 
not be easy. However, the trigger level (monitoring criteria) has a concentration value 11 pCiiL in 2000) 
with a specified rate of extraction ofat least 0.5 gpm continuous. Extraction of0.5 gpm from the low 
pem1eability zone within a well is not highly probable. As a result. water for the high permeability zones 
will be bled into the extraction area of the monitoring well to allow for an extraction rate of 0.5 gpm. The 
mixed water would then be used to demonstrate whether active remediation \vould be required. ·The 
purpose of the aquifer restoration is not to restore it to pristine condirions. but to restore the aquifer to 
acceptable levds (drinking \1.:ater standards; :VtcLs). With the bleeding of the high permeability zones 
water into the low permeability zone \vater, it is feasible to extract 0.5 gpm to determined compliance 
\\ ith the monitoring levels. 

Comment 267 : .-\ Commcntor asked how long monitoring will be maintained? [SRA-WJ 

Response: ~tonitoring of the SRP.-\ \\ill be pcrforn1cd until the . .\gencies determine that there is no 
longer a ri~k that the ;\.tCLs will he e:-....:ecded alter 2095. This\\ ill he evaluated during the 5-year 
TC\ II!\\"· 
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Comment 268 : A Commentor stated that it didn"t look as if there was an implementable treatment 
technology if the groundwater has to be cleaned and asked what efforts were going forward throughout 
the DOE complex to address this lack? [SRA-W] 

Response: ~o treatability studies have been conducted to determine the cost and performance data for 
treating low level I-129 contaminated groundwater. If extraction and treatment is necessary, via ion 
exchange. we \Viii perform these necessary studies to determine a cost-effective solution to treating the 
groundwater. If we choose to go forward \Vith evaporation and residuals management, this approach 
should not present a technical impracticability concern, especially given the small flow rates anticipated. 

Comment 269 : A Commentor asked several questions concerning the preferred alternative and 1-129 
cleanup. A concern was. that the peak 1~129 concentrations in the aquifer are predicted (in the computer 
model) to still be relatively high in year 2095, trapped in interbed sediments (a natural water filter) with 
permeabilities far lower than the surrounding basalt aquifer. The Proposed Plan does not say whether or 
not the interbed will be the sole focus of this monitoring plan. [JM-W] 

Response: Modeling predicted that the long-term levels of 1-129 above the MCL would be found in the 
sedimentary interbed in the aquifer. because this material impedes the flow of contaminated groundwater 
relative to flow in the bedrock fractures: Monitoring w.ells will be sampled during construction to 
determine the zone or zones of highest contaminant concentrations. The zone or zones with the highest 
concentrations will be monitored long-term to determine remedy effectiveness. It should be noted that a 
sustainable extraction rate of at least 0.5 gpm will be used for determining if the contamination exceeds 
the action levels. 

Comment 270 : A Commentor asked the Agencies to not put this I-129 based aquifer contingent 
remediation plan into a record of decision (ROD) that could force: (I) current decision makers to spend 
money drilling wells and placing well screens in the aquifer in low permeability zones that will be useless 
for monitoring contaminant migration from the INTEC facility. Monitoring wells should be screened at 
depths that will likely be used by future residents so that useful data can be collected to support computer 
model calibration and reliable predictions of future contaminant concentrations; and (2) future decision 
makers to spend money on very likely ineffective and unnecessary treatability studies and possibly an 
1-129 remediation project. (JM-W] 

Response: ~1onitoring under this ROD is to determine remedy effectiveness, not investigative 
information for future uses. Future users may screen their well within any water bearing zone in the 
SRPA. The monitoring will be conducted in the highest contamination zone(s) whether the 
contamination occurs in the basalt or interbed layers at a sustainable extraction rate of at least 0.5 gpm, 
which could be used by a future resident. The treatability studies and subsequent aquifer remediation 
only will be implemented if the concentrations in the highest zone exceed the action levels at a 
sustainable extraction rate of at least 0.5 gpm and the extent of the hot spot is sufficient in areal extent to 
warrant removal. 

Comment 271 A Commentor requested that the Agencies put into the ROD that monitoring of 1-129 is 
needed to contim1 that it is not a COC. The Commentor believed that the detection of relatively high 1-
129 concentrations in the aquifer will negate the hypotheses upon \vhich the current computer model is 
based and require that the 1-129 source and its transport in the subsurface be reevaluated in light of the 
ne\v infom1ation. The Commentor stated that new predictions will have to be made at that time to 
estimated the 1-129 concentrations expected after year 2095 and th~r A.qui fer remediation decisions 
should be ba:--ed on the results of this future analysis. [J7'.:f-\V] 
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Response: The Com mentor is discussing 1-129 as a COC in source areas at OU 3-13. The source of the 
1-129 in the aquifer is that it was disposed of directly into the aquifer using the injection well. [rnpacts of 
the 1-129 from surface and subsurface releases are not significantly adding to the I-129 plume and long
term aquifer impacts. Refinement of the aquifer COCs within the l'.\:TEC fence line from source areas 
like the Tank Fann soils and associated risks will be conducted under OL' 3-14. 

Comment 272 : The f:,-JEEL CAB recommended that the DOE continue its efforts to find \·iable and 
t!ffectave remediation alternatives before implementing ··pump and treat'· strategies for the aquifer 
contamination. [CAB-WJ 

Response: Pump and treat is an effective technology for ground water cleanup in this case, \\·here the 
COC's are highly soluble and attenuate only slightly on the aquifer sediments, which is the case for I-129. 
Pump and treat technologies are less effective when working with non-aqueous wastes or highly 
attenuated constituents like Cs-137. 

Comment 273 : The 1:-,;EEL CAB Board stated that it understood that extraction of groundwater (from 
the zone of influence in the SRPA) will take place only if contaminant levels are found to exceed trigger 
levels. But they doubted that the .. pump and treat" approach would be effective under the circumstances 
that exist at WAG 3. and encouraged the Agencies to continue their efforts to identify other viable 
alternatives. The costs associated with pump and treat strategies jeopardize other valuable programs. 
[CAB-WJ 

Response: Modeling predicts that the long-tenn levels of 1-129 above the MCL will be found in the 
sedimentary interbed in the aquifer. because this material impedes the flow of contaminated groundwater 
relative to flow in the bedrock fractures. The zone or zones with the highest concentrations will be 
monitored long-term to determine ifremedial action is warranted. Ifso, then a pump and treat approach 
will be taken to remove sufficient contaminated groundwater to achieve aquifer restoration by the year 
2095. It should be noted that only zones capable of sustaining an extraction rate of at least 0.5 gpm will 
be pumped as these are the zones that could be used in the future for providing drinking water. As 1-129 
is highly soluble in groundwater and attenuates only slightly on the aquifer sediments, extraction of 
ground water will also result in the removal of the I-129 hot spots. We appreciate the concerns that the 
CAB has regarding other uses of pump and treat technologies. It is correct that they are less effective 
when \Vorking ,vith non-aqueous wastes or with highly attenuating constituents ( e.g., Cs-13 7). 

C.6. Group 6: Buried Gas Cylinders 

Comment 274 : A Commentor asked that the mechanisms which will cause "over-pressurization" in the 
buried cylinders be explained as the cylinders are buried and experience very small changes in 
temperature. Further the Commentor asked that if ··over-pressurization .. cannot occur, the Agencies 
needed co identify the imminent safety hazard associated with this site. [C-WJ 

Response: \\'e apologize for our poor choice of words. 0\ er-pressurization is not the best term we could 
ha,e used to describe the problems at these sites. Corrosion of the cylinders will result in the cylinders 
not being able to maintain or handle the internal pressure. As a result. the cylinders will then leak their 
contents into the environment. In the case of Site CPP-84. the cylinders are currently buried, but have 
been unco,ered by past flooding conditions. Site CPP-9-i cylinders are not completely buried. The major 
,ufoty ha,rnrd associated with these sites is the unintentional disturbance and possible acute impacts. 

Comment .:?7.5 : .-\ Commen1or stated 1ha1 regarding thi:_Burred Gas Cylinder Sites. the description in no 
\\ay conlim1t!d any potential for release of contaminants 1ha1 pose a risk to human or ecological spec ii::-. 
ht!:11lh and que-;tionl!d \\ h~ is this site in this Proposed Plarf.' [ L'- \I."] 
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Response: The typical CERCLA risk from these sites is following the release of the cylinders contents . 
As these sites represent a ··threat of release" to the environment. these sites were added to the FFA .. CO. 
Currently, there.are no existing IN EEL programs, other_than CERCLA. for dealing with these cylinders. 

· The major safety pathway for the cylinders is from disturbing the cylinders without adequate safety 
controls. The d·isturbance. intentional or accidental. will be an acute hazard. These cylinders are not 
likely to explode or over-pressurize. but these are possible scenarios. Neither scenario is considered an 
imminent event. 

C.6.1. Group 6 Description 

Comment 276 : A Commentor asked the Agencies to note that the acetylene cylinders may contain 
liquid acetone used to dissolve the acetylene gas and stated that based on the site description. the site is 
not well characterized and risk to human health and the environment had not been determined. The 
Commentor suggested that this be done prior to conducting a remedial action. [C-W] 

Response: We, unfortunately must disagree with the Commentor. The analysis and evaluation 
conducted on the Buried Gas Cylinder sites (Group 6) was based on the information available to us. The 
general characteristics of the material (waste) contained in the cylinders is known. The risks from these 
sites is not a traditional CERCLA risk (chronic exposure), but more like that risk posed by unexploded 
ordnance (acute risk). This acute risk will occur from disturbing the buried gas cylinders. Further 
characterization involves the removal of the cylinders and proper disposal, which requires 
characterization. which is what the remedial action calls for. 

Comment 277 : A Commentor asked the Agencies to note that if HF is in the cylinders then it is a 
RCRA listed waste. [C-W] 

Response: The Commentor is correct that HF can be a listed hazardous_waste. Treatment will be utilized 
to render the HF nonhazardous in compliance with ARARs. 

C.6.2. Group 6 Alternatives 

Comment 278 : A Commentor stated that at Page 40, Alternative 2, of the Proposed Plan it states that 
the alternative will also include initial site characterization and questioned why characterization was 
being performed after the ROD rather than during the RI/FS. (C-WJ 

Response: The analysis and evaluation conducted on the Buried Gas Cylinder sites (Group 6) was based 
on the information available to us. The general characteristics of the material (waste) contained in the 
cylinders is known. The risks from these sites is not a traditional CERCLA risk (chronic exposure). but 
more like that risk posed by unexploded ordnance (acute risk). This acute risk will occur from disturbing 
the buried gas cylinders. Further characterization involves the removal of the cylinders and proper 
disposal, which requires characterization, which is \vhat the remedial action calls for. The sites have been 
sufficiently characterized to develop remedial action alternatives. The characterization activities 
described under the alternative are necessary to implement the remedy; not characterize the site for risk 
assessment purposes. 

Comment 279 : A Commentor remarked that therewas no doubt in his my mind that Alternative 2. dig 
it up and do the right thing. is still the only thing that should be done. [DK-TT] 

Response: \Ve thank the Commenter. The best and mq:,t wst effective alternative for Group 6 is the 
preferred altemati\·e (Altematin: 2: remo\·al. treatment and disposal). 
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C.7. Group 7: SFE-20 Hot Waste Tank System 

Comment :?80 : A Commentor stated that the Proposed Plan had a conflicting statement concerning 
when SFE-20 Hot Waste Tank System was taken out of service. [C-WJ 

Response: We are sorry for the confusion. The tank system \Vas removed from service in 1976. The 
1977 date shown in the Proposed Plan was a typographical error. 

C.7.1. Group 7 Description 

Comment 281 : A Commentor questioned the risk basis for taking action on the SFE-20 Hot Waste 
Tank System ·since there was no exposure pathway as the tank is contained \vithin a vault. and the "'risk 
of release" is certainly small. [C-WJ 

Response: The SFE-20 Hot \Vaste Tank System is listed as a release site on the FFA/CO. The tank 
contents represent a threat of release to the environment. which is within the purview of CERCLA. The 
tank contents will eventually leak out of the tank and into the tank vault. During the 1984 investigation. 
there was evidence that water had infiltrated into the vault, which shows that water which leaked into the 
vault could also leak out of the vault. Soils beneath the SFE-20 Hot Waste Tank System are considered 
part of the release site and will be dealt with as part of the remedial action. Further, detailed, 
characterization of the tank contents is the first activity in the selected remedy (Alternative 4:Removal. 
Treatment, and Disposal). Based on the available information and analysis conducted, there is sufficient 
information to select a remedy under CERCLA for this site. 

Comment 282 : A Commentor stated that the SFE-20 tank had not been shown to be a release site, or 
that of an imminent release. The Commentor thought that the tank held hazardous waste and should have 
been placed on the RCRA Part A application or addressed under the D&D program. [C-WJ 

Response: The SFE-20 tank and associated structure are a source term that threatens the environment. 
the SRPA in particular. Since the tank was abandoned prior to the effective date of RCRA application to 
mixed \vastes, the SFE-20 Hot Waste Tank System is listed as a release site on the FFA/CO. The tank 
contents will eventually leak out of the tank and into 'the tank vault. Based on the available information 
and analysis conducted, there is sufficient information to select a remedy under CERCLA for this site. 
The tank contents are not known to have listed waste constituents, but there may be characteristic 
concentrations of other hazardous constituents. 

C.7.2. Group 7 Alternatives 

Comment 283 : A Commentor stated, ··once again. DOE fails to correctly classify the waste in SFE-20 
tank in a blatant attempt to circumvent regulatory requirements. The Rl/FS sample data of the tank. (see 
table below) shows clearly that the tank contents (liquid and sludge) as well as the tank concrete vault 
contents meet the definition of mixed transuranic (TRlJ) waste; and by regulatory definition, it must go to 
a deep geologic repository. Grouting (mixing \Vith cement) as proposed by DOE, is a thoroughly 
discredited disposal method B tried and foiled at Hanford." [CB-WJ 

Response: Preliminary information supports that concentrations ofTRU may be high enough to require 
disposal of the Tank·s contents at WIPP. Ho\vever. due to the radiological hazards and access 
restrictions. \\ e ha\ e not completed characterization of this tank. which will be required even if we 
dected to lea\ e the tank in place. l'nder e\·aluation of altemati\ es. we concluded that Alternative~ 
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(Removal. Treatment. and Disposal). which includes characterization activities. best satisfies the 
evaluation criteria. The Tank and tank contents will be disposed of in compliance with ARA Rs . 

Comment 284 : One Commentor strongly disagreed with our recommendation to remove VES-SFE-20 
in its entirety. Several reasons were given which are answered separately herein. [TW-WJ 

Response: The Commentor expresses concern .over the accuracy of our cost estimates and the 
consistency of our decisions. We appreciate the time and effort taken by the Commentor in supporting 
his position and have responded directly to each of the specific concerns stated. 

Comment 285 : A Com'mentor stated that the concept of clean closure VES-SFE-20 did not make sense 
for the simple reason that it is only a few yards from CPP-603, which may very well be left in place. 
"Why spend $4.6M to totally remove VES-SFE-20 when a much larger facility is being left in place? 
The contamination levels in VES-SFE-20 are minor compared to CPP-603, and any groundwater effects 
from the VES-SFE-20 facility will be negligible. especially is the liquids are removed. Grouting and 
leaving the VES-SFE-20 building will provide more than adequate protection and permanence." [TW-W] 

Response: Preliminary information supports that concentrations ofTRU may be high enough to require 
disposal of the Tank's contents at WIPP. Due to the radiological hazards and access controls, we have 
not completed characterization of this tank. which will be required even if we elected to leave the tank in 
place. Successful grouting will also require perpetual long term monitoring and maintenance. For the 
SFE-20 Hot Waste Tank System, complete removal, treatment, and disposal is the most cost effective and 
risk reducing option evaluated. In addition, it is significantly less costly to completely remove the facility 
and waste than to close the facility in place with continued institutional controls and monitoring. Based 
on this we concluded that Alternative 4 (Removal, Treatment, ~md Disposal), best satisfied the evaluation 
criteria . 

Comment 286 : A Commentor stated that the capital costs did not make sense for Group 7, questioning 
how could the Agencies show capital costs of$5M for Alternative 2, which is essentially filling with 
grout and covering with dirt, and $4.8M for Alternative 3, which consists of removing the tank liquid 
contents and then filling with grout? It seemed to the Commentor that Alternative 2 should be less than 
Alternative J since it did not include the costs for removal of the liquids. [TW-W] 

Response: In the case of Alternative 2. the facility will be filled with grout and an engineered 
containment structure (cap), consisting of multiple layers constructed over the area. This engineered 
containment structure will be designed and constructed for long-tenn ( + 1,000 year) protection. Although 
a small earthen barrier would be relatively cheap. it would not be an ARAR-compliant engineered barrier 
designed to protect against future releases to the underlying aquifer. The difference in cost between the 
alternatives is due to cap design and construction. For Alternative 3. the liquid will be removed prior to 
grouting and no engineered containment structure will be required. However, both of these alternatives 
,viii still require long-term institutional controls and surveillance and maintenance activities. 

Comment 287 : A Commentor asked why the cost for Alternative 4, which includes removal of the 
liquid and then total removal of the entire building. (S4.6'.\,1) is less than Alternative 3, which does not 
involve removal of the building? The Commentor further asked if Alternative 4 included any costs for 
handling, burial of the contaminated materials? [TW-WJ · 

Response: A cost estimate breakdown is provided in Appendix A of the FSS Report. This document is 
referenced in the Proposed Plan and a,·ailable for inspection as part of the Administrative Record. The 
costs for removal and disposal of the facility and associated structures for the SFE-20 Hot Waste Tank 
System \\ere include in the cost estimate for .-\ltemati\e 4. Alternative 4 involves the complete remo\·al 
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:ind treatment of the SFE-20 Hot Waste Tank System. so no long-term surveillance and monitoring will 
be required. For Alternative J. with waste being left in place. long-tenn surveillance and monitoring is 
required. 

Comment 288 : Concerning Page 43, Alternative 4. of the Proposed Plan. a Commentor asked what 
types of treatment will the debris (steel and concrete) be subject to and if the treatment would be 
conducted on site'! [C-W] 

Response: Treatment may be necessary to meet the ICDF acceptance criteria for the emptied tank and 
structure. The treatment (stabilization. solidification. or sizing). if necessary, will be conducted within the 
WAG 3 AOC. which is on-site. 

Comment 289 : A Commentor asked, .. What are the levels ofalpha contamination in this waste: the 
debris'! Will these alpha levels be acceptable at the ICDF; at Envirocare? The Commentor went on to 
say that if the tank was left in the Proposed Plan. then the Agencies needed to be much more specific 
about what will be done with the waste. [C-W) 

Response: Sampling of the sludge in the tank has shown TRU constituent concentrations exceeding 90 
nCi/g. The concentrations of the contaminants in the debris are considerably lower. Some debris 
materials from this site may be acceptable for disposal at ICDF. The concentration of contaminants for 
this material are probably higher that the acceptance criteria for Envirocare without treatment (very high 

( gamma) radiation field). The ICDF will accept< I OnCi/g TRU wastes. Depending upon the 
contaminant levels, in the removed wastes. pre-treatment may be required prior to disposal either on or 
off-site. 

Comment 290 A Commentor was supportive of the proposal to dig up, dispose of the tank. dispose of 
the contents of the tank and the sludge and asked what the time schedule was on that [DK-TT] 

Response: Concerning the time schedule for implementation of the alternative. we have not developed 
our scope of work for implementing the preferred alternatives identified in the Proposed Plan, instead 
concentrating on preparing the ROD and this Responsiveness Summary. Ho\.vever, a rough guess would 
suggest completion of the alternative by the year 2008. 

Comment 291 : One Commentor liked the removal option because it's was kind of a prototype or a pilot 
of what can be done with the Tank Fann. [DK-TTJ 

Response: The decision of the waste within the tanks at the Tank Farm will be evaluated by the Idaho 
HL W & FD EIS. The actual closure activities will be conducted in compliance with an approved 
HWMA,RCRA closure plan for the tank and associated system. The information gained from the Group 
7 remediation ,viii be used during the closure of the Tank Fann tanks where possible. The disposition of 
the soils within the Tank Fann area will be determined under the Tank Fann RliFS (OU 3-14). 

D. OTHER ISSUES 

0.1. Tnnk Farm 

C'1>mment :?9~ : A Commentor wa:. concerned that an environmental impact statement be prepared on 
the Tank Farn1. :is it is the major cemamination source on all of 1,EEL. [DK-TT] 
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· Response: It is recognized that the largest amount of contamination at INTEC occurs in the Tank Fann 
area. The ultimate disposition of the waste in the l!\TEC Tank Farm tanks is being evaluated in the Idaho 
HL W & FD EIS. In addition. this EIS is evaluating the disposition of the tanks within the INTEC Tank 
Farm. Evaluation of the soils surrounding the INTEC Tank Farm is being further investigated and 
evaluated under the OU 3-14 RI/FS project. With CERCLA being functionally equivalent to NEPA, the 
RI/FS will meet the needs of an EIS under NEPA and no EIS process will be conducted for the Tank 
Farm soils. Several remedial action alternatives for dealing with the soil will be evaluated under the OU 
3-14 RI/FS. Concerning the schedule, the INTEC Tank Farm is an active facility and implementation of 
the final action will need to be conducted following the closure activities. Prior to the final disposition of 
the INTEC Tank Farm area, actions may be taken to reduce the impacts on human health and the 
environment. These actions will be continued until the final actions are completed on the INTEC Tank 
Fann area. 

D.2. Decontamination, Decommissioning, and Dismantlement 

Comment 293 : A Commentor inquired if implosion-in-place was a likely alternative for some of the 
more contaminated buildings at the Chem Plant and though that although, residual risk "belongs" to D&D 
rather then ER, it was appropriate to discuss it in the Proposed Plan. [SRA-WJ 

Response: Evaluation of alternatives for the disposition of facilities at INTEC is not part of the OU 3-13 
project. The disposition of certain INTEC facilities is, however, being evaluated under the Idaho HL W & 
FD EIS. Implosion or grouting in place is an alternative being evaluated. The intent of the OU 3-13 
project is to reduce the risk to the environment at INTEC to acceptable levels. The residual risk from the 
INTEC facilities closed in place will need to be factored into the cumulative risk and the cumulative risk 
will need to be maintained at an acceptable level. 

. Comment 294 : A Commentor asked what the schedule was for transfer to EM-60 of facilities whose 
missions have ended (e.g., ICPP 601)? (SRA-W] 

Response: When the mission for a facility at !NEEL has ended and no future mission is identified, the 
facility ownership is transferred to the EM-60 organization for facility deactivation, as the Commentor 
stated. Following the deactivation activities, ownership of the facility is transferred to the EM-40 
organization for final disposition (dismantlement). Occasionally, the EM-60 conducts activities on a 
facility to include the final disposition. For example, the CPP-601 facility is currently under EM-60 
ownership. 

Comment 295 : A Commentor was concerned that the Agencies stated that the selected alternative [for 
Group 2 soils] is consistent with expected D&D activities. Since when is this a requirement of 
CERCLA? Do the Agencies expect these D&D act~vities to be conducted as part ofCERCLA? lfso, 
what are the decision documents the public should expect to review, prior to these activities? (C-WJ 

Response: Closure of the facilities at INTEC will be designed and implemented to remain protective of 
human health and environment. in particular the SRPA. As the remediation of the SRPA is being 
conducted under CERCLA, impact to the aquifer need to be coordinated with the CERCLA Program. 
Aspect or parts of INTEC facility closures may end up being within future CERCLA projects. If 
activities for l~TEC facility closures are conducted under CERCLA, the appropriate documents will be 
developed and public participation activities will be conducted . 
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0.3. Pit 9 

Comment 296 : A Commenter was concerned that risk calculations were not performed to compare the 
risks between below ground disposal and above ground storage. As an example. the Pit 9 ROD, was cited 
where the Agencies admitted in writing that they had ne\'er done them. [PR-TT] 

Response: Issues dealing with Pit 9 are not v,:ithin the scope of this project. However, co11cerning 
storage of waste above ground, the waste being considered for the ICDF is a large volume with relatively 
low concentrations. The \vastes would need to be containerized resulting in a very large facility to store 
them. For example. the Group 3 soils alone would represent over 300,000 55-gal drums or over 17,000 -
8ft x 4ft x 4ft boxes. In addition, the waste \Viii have to monitored periodically. Both of these operation 
will increase the amount of exposure that workers will receive. In addition, there will be an increase in 
the amount of exposure that the public could be exposed to. With containment above ground the 
containers will be required not to leak any material and this will require periodic repackaging. Based on 
these issues, containment in an above ground facility does not make since from either a risk or 
economical standpoint. 

Comment 297 : A Commentor questioned the Agencies· assertion that storage above ground is more 
dangerous than disposal below and compared the issue to work at Pit 9. [PR-TT] 

, 
• 

Response: Issues dealing with Pit 9 are not within the scope of this project. Wastes stored above ground 
has to be packaged and monitored periodically. Both of these operation will increase the amount of 
exposure that workers will receive and potentially the public. For disposal below ground, in an 
engineered facility, there is only one probable exposure route (contaminated groundwater ingestion). The 
disposal cells at ICDF will be designed. constructed, operated, and closed with protection of the SRPA as • 
a primary objective. 

0.4. Other Disposal Facilities 

Comment 298 : A Commentor was concerned that previous "'cleanup" actions were just consolidation 
of mixed LLW into old waste percolation ponds and covering it over. The unlined Warm Waste 
Percolation Pond at the INEEL Test Reactor Area. Test Area North, and Argonne-West are examples of 
this practice. The Commentor further stated that the RCRA Subtitle C landfills have double liners. 
leachate detection/collection systems. and impermeable caps. Further, the Commentor stated that the 
~uclear Regulatory Commission restrictions prohibit citing radioactive waste disposal dumps on JOO year 
flood plains. [NRC 10 CFR ss 61.SOJ [CB-WJ 

Response: Much of what the Commentor says \Ve support. However. the Commentor is incorrect 
concerning the classification of wastes disposed of in the Warm Waste Pond that was used to consolidate 
non-RCRA radioactive waste. The Commentor may be confusing the Warn, Waste Pond with the 
Chemical Waste Pond. which did receive RCRA wastes and will be closed in accordance with the 
applicable RCRA closure requirements. On another point. no remedial action has been taken at the A\:L
\\' pond. and the pond is subject to RCRA closure. outside the scope of this action. so we are uncertain as 
lo\\ hat the Commentor \Vas referring to. Concerning the Test Area North (TAN). RCRA hazardous 
waste disposal did occur into an old injection well. directly into the aquifer. Remediation. under the OL' 
1-078 ROD. is underway to restore the aquifer to drinking water quality. Lastly. the l\i uclear Regulatory 
Commission t\:RC) regulations are not AR.-\Rs for DOE projects. but construction ofne\\' disposal sites 
me subject to the 1(10 year tloodplain criteria. and this is an ICDF design requirement. 

:\-X2 

• 



• 

• 

• 

D.4.1. Radioactive Waste l\lanagement Complex (RWMC) 

Comment 299 : A Commentor asked that the Agencies consider the issue of using the existing 
radioactive waste management complex. which does currently dispose of low-level radioactive waste in a 
facility on site. The Commentor supported closing the RWMC facility as soon as possible. [SR-TB] 

Response: The operation and management of the R WMC is outside the scope of this project. Further •. 
the RWMC does not have sufficient capacity to dispose of the soil and debris considered for the ICDF. ln 
addition, the RWMC is over SRPA and not an engineered facility designed to accept and dispose of waste 
with both radionuclide and non-radionuclide constituents, as the ICDF will be. Since a considerable 
amount to the waste proposed for the ICDF contains both radionuclide and non-radionuclide constituents, 
'the RWMC facility would be unsuitable for the disposal of MLLW. 

D.S. Idaho High Le,·el Waste and Facilities Disposition Environmental Impact Statement (Idaho 
HLW & FD EIS)-

Comment 300 : A Commentor stated that it was their understanding that the HLW stabilization E(S will 
"cover" decontamination and decommissioning of the ICPP buildings and asked ifit will include a 
timeline? And if yes, how will it relate to 2045, when, according to the plan, operations will end at the 
Chem Plant? [SRA-W] 

Response: The Idaho HL W & FD EIS will evaluate various scenarios for the disposition of INTEC 
facilities dealing with the generation, treatment, storage, and disposal of HL W. In the evaluation of the 
disposition alternatives, the expected implementation time frames are also evaluated in the Idaho HL W & 
FD EIS. As the HL W at INTEC is required to be "road ready" by 2035, it was assumed that all treatment 
of the HL W was completed by 2035. A period of IO years was assumed to be needed for the disposition 
of the necessary INTEC facilities, which results in the year 2045. Depending on the decisions made for 
·the Idaho HL W & FD EIS, the timeframes for the disposition of INTEC facilities could change. 

Comment 30 l : A Commentor stated that it was appropriate that at least a brief discussion of the 
alternatives for HLW stabilization appear in the Proposed Plan. [SRA-WJ 

Response: Discussion of alternatives being considered under the Idaho HL W & FD EIS are outside the 
scope and not evaluated in the OU 3-13 - RI/FS. As such. no discussion of the Idaho HL W & FD EIS 
alternatives is included in the Proposed Plan or ROD. 

Comment 302 : A Commentor asked, "Will the EIS deal with the New Waste Calciner? Where does 
the Calciner fit in?" [DK-TT] 

Response: Treatment of the liquid waste at INTEC contained in the Tank Farm is not within the scope of 
this project, but is covered under the state HW~fAtRCRA program and the Governor's Agreement. High 
level wastes have previously been treated with the New Waste Calcining Facility (NWCF). The Idaho 
HL W & FD EIS is currently evaluating alternatives to deal with the liquid waste in the High Level Waste 
Tank Fann. 

Comment 303 The !~EEL CAB inquired whether under the preferred alternative for contaminated 
perched \,:ater under WAG 3, the existing percolation ponds will be removed from service.and replaced 
with .. like for like" replacement ponds or service water discharge to the Big Lost River. The INEEL CAB 
recommended that additional feasibility studies be conducted before determining how to proceed with 
replacement. [CAB-\V] 
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Response: The current discharges to the existing percolation ponds are contributing to the migration of 
contamina11on through the \ adose zone. In evaluating altemati\·es to deal with this impact. the OC J- l 3 
FS and FSS Reports considered eliminating the existing percolation ponds and replacing them with a 
similar facility. The major emphasis of the ROD is to eliminate the current discharge contributing to the 
perched ground water and mobilizing contaminants into the SRPA. A new set ofpercolation ponds is the 
simplest and fastest way to cease the discharge and minimize the impacts on the SRPA. \.Ve also suppon 
the concept of looking at alternatives to like-for-like replacement. We hope that ways can be found to 
reduce water usage at l;\'TEC. prior to the construction of the replacement ponds. However. we cannot 
stop the use of the existing ponds without establishing a known and reliable alternative to managing the 2 
~tGD \\.Ustewater. 

Comment 304 : The !;\'EEL CAB stated that in order to fairly assess the feasibility of replacements to 
the percolation ponds. the Agencies should more fully characterize the wastewater that currently goes into 
the pl!rcolation ponds and develop estimates of ,·olumes and chemical composition for wastewater that 
will need to be managed once the existing ponds are taken out of service. The l;\/EEL CAB recommend 
that recycling of water be maximized and encourage the treatment of residual waste\vater to reduce risks. 
[CAB-WJ 

Response: We agree that there are gaps in the data characterizing the discharges of service waste at 
f~TEC to the percolation ponds. To resolve this issue. a sampling program has been initiated to collect 
the necessary samples and adequately characterize the waste. This information will be used detennine 
treatment requirements on the discharge. Resulting from these sampling and analysis activities will be the 
chemical (radionuclide and nonradionuclide) composition and estimated volumes of service waste 
discharged. An evaluation of potential disposal methods was conducted and is in the Administrative 
Record. The result of this evaluation was the decision to select replacement percolation ponds for dealing 
with the service wastewater. The criteria for discharge into the new replacement percolation ponds will 
limit the impacts of contamination on the environment. 

D.6. l:nconfirmed Information at l~TEC 

Comment 305 : A former ICPP workers recalled stacking sandbags six feet high around the plant 
during a spring llood about ten years ago. (CB-W] 

Response: The Commentor is evidently referring to a flood threat near the INTEC "about IO years ago." 
While no flooding threat has occurred at the facility in the last IO years. it will seem that the events 
referred to by the Comrnentor are the flood threats during 1983-1984, or 1957-1958. As a result of these 
flood threats. DOE took action to mitigate the flooding potential. Following the 1957-1958 flood threat. 
the diversion dam near the R W'.\tC was constructed. A tter the 1983-1984 flood threat. the diversion dam 
\\US raised. Howe\'er. we are unaware of any actual flooding at f:,-.jTEC approximately IO years ago. 

D. 7. ;\lobility of Plutonium 

Comment 306 : A Commentor inquired about the \:e,ada study on Plutonium migration and it's 
binding\\ uh day. In the ;\'evada study. the Pu was bound to the clay and submicron panicles floating in 
,ediment in the ,,ater:md was mobile. \\hich is proof that it should not be buried. [PR-TT] 

Response: \\.'e recognile that plu1onium can migrate in the environment 1hrough soils and basalt. There 
.ire ,e\'ernl med1anhms (ionic and colloidalJ that control the migration of plutonium. Evaluation of the 
plutonium migration at [;\'EEL uses con,;N\·ati\ e parameters. Also. the lCDF \\ill be designed to 
1111111m11e the generation l)r' leachate. and n:,tnctcd 111 the ..:onccntrations of ha1.ardous substances like 
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plutonium that it can receive. thus prevent the migration of contaminants like plutonium to the SRPA at 
concentrations that present an unacceptable risk. 

D.8. Nuclear Energy 

Comment 307 : A Commentor wanted the Agencies to get on with this reduction of risk to our unborn 
generations to follow. Stop pr~moting this risky energy source and military deterrent around the world. 
[RK-W] 

Response: Cleanup activities at INEEL. including both the environmental restoration and waste 
management programs, are intended to reduce the risk to human health and the environment. There are 
current ongoing projects to reduce the risk from waste in storage and previous contamination. 
Implementation of this ROD will quantify and reduce the risk from various areas at INTEC to acceptable 
levels. The CERCLA actions are aimed at cleanup from past operations and do not promote energy or 
power generation from any source. Since part of the DOE's mission is the research and development of 
nuclear energy sources the cleanup activities must consider these kind of missions as part of cleanup 
responsibilities. 

Comment 308 : A Commentor stated, "While I don't oppose foreign countries sending us the spent 
nuclear waste from peaceful use of the atom. It is only because it is the lesser of two evils. Let this waste 
be used by a mad man to build a nuclear bomb or try safe containment, that the INEEL has not been able 
to do." [RK-W] 

Response: Some spent nuclear fuel from foreign nations is being received at INEEL for temporary 
storage. This foreign spent nuclear fuel will eventually be packaged for final disposition in an approved 
disposal facility. While there has been contamination as a result of operations (accidental and past waste 
management practices) at INTEC, the storage of spent nuclear fuel at the INEEL has been and will 
continue to be safe. 

Comment 309 : A Commentor wanted help in getting the pennanent repository for high-grade nuclear 
waste open. [RK-W] 

Response: We believe that the Commentor is referring to the High Level Waste Repository. There are 
currently two permanent repositories being, considered by the Department of Energy. The first repository 
will deal with TRU waste (waste containing transuranic constituents concentrations of 100 nCi/g or 
greater). This facility is referred to as the WIPP and is located near Carlsbad, New Mexico. The second 
repository will deal with commercial and DOE produced spent nuclear fuel and DOE produced HLW. 
The proposed facility is referred to as Yucca :-..fountain and is located in western Nevada. Progress is 
being made to open both of these facilities to accept the appropriate waste materials. The DOE is 
responsible for both repositories and is attempting to open both repositories as soon as possible. 

D.9. Research and Development 

Comment 310 : A Commentor wanted support for more research to support alternative renewable 
energy sources (i.e .. solar voltaics, superconductivity at lower temps). [RK-WJ 

Response: It is recognized that research and development of technologies is needed for the future. There 
art> efforts to bring new missions to the l~EEL. The technologies that the Commentor is referred to may 
end up anung the technologies undergoing further and future research and development at the !NEEL. 
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0.10. Idaho Space Port 

Comment 311 : A Commentor wanted DOE to aggressi\·ely pursue the Idaho Space Port location at 
1:-.:EEL. [RK-WJ • 

Response: The I:-.=EEL is supporting the State of Idaho in pursuing a Space Port located at the !NEEL. 
There are se,eral other states also trying to secure the Space Port. Selection of the location of the Space 
Port will be determined in the future. The Space Port is a privatized venture and not speci tically under 
the authority of the DOE. 

D.I t. INTEC Operations 

Comment 312 : A Commentor believed that a systematic review of operations. including SNF and HEC 
throughout history and a mass balance review. is required to understand the status of the INT EC facility 
with adequate rigor to undertake the cleanup safely. If necessary. the DOE should prepare a classified 
appendix to cover these issues ... If possible. any classified information should be reviewed to determine 
\'-'hether the restrictions on public access (including c;,..;c1) continue to be required. DOE headquarters 
committed to releasing a public document on HEC inventories. comparable to ··Plutonium: The First 50 
Years: in 1997." [SRA2-W] 

Response: There is adequate historical information available concerning historical operations and 
activities at INTEC .. We agree with the Commentor that there is a lack understanding by the public 
concerning the operations at INTEC. Generally, the uranium extracted during the reprocessing operations 
was sent to the Savannah River Site (SRS). At SRS, the uranium was generally used in SRS nuclear 
reactors to produce both tritium (H-3) and plutonium. As part of the [NEEL cleanup activities, there is an 
ongoing program to identify and remove/reduce unstable nuclear material from [NEEL facility. For 
example, a recent project at INTEC removed uranium from the ROVER facility located in CPP-640. 
Mass balances have been historically maintained during operations at INTEC. including waste 
management activities. In both the Spent Nuclear Fuel (S;'liF) EIS and Idaho HL W & FD EIS. mass 
balances are taken into account when evaluating the \Vaste volumes, treatment. disposal. and other 
criteria. Also. the CERCLA project considers mass balances. :,..;o appendix is planned to be developed 
(classified or unclassified) containing information on S:-..:F and Highly Enriched Uranium (HEU). 
Currently. there is no report developed on HEU inventories. However. DOE is in the process of 
developing a report. 
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IDAHO NATIONAL ENGINEERING AND ENVIRONMENTAL LABORATORY 
ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD FILE INDEX FOR THE COMPREHENSIVE RI/FS OF 

OPERABLE UNIT 3-13 
09/22/99 

FILE NUMBER 

AR1 .1 BACKGROUND 

, . Document #: *3533· 

Title: Contaminants of Concern in the Test Area North Groundwater 
Author: Zimmerle, J.R. 
Recipient: Ni A 
Date: 01 /08/92 

I. Document #: *3534 

J. 

Title: Summary of RCRA Facility Investigation Activities at TAN 
Author: Zimmerle, J.R. 
Recipient: .N/A 
Date: 01 /08/92 

Document#: *5169 

Title: Assessment of the groundwater pathway from the leaching of surficial 
and buried contamination 

Author: NIA 
Recipient: 
Date: 

N/A 
07/29/92 

* This document can be found in Administrative Record binder Operable Unit 1-07 A, Vol. I 

J. Document#: 10986 

Title: Response to Notice of Deficiency (NOD) for Closure Plan Submittal 
Received from the EPA/State 

Author: Solecki, J.E. 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Gearheard, M. 
11.15,89 

, . Document #: 14143 

Title: Background Concentrations of Selected Metals and Radionuclides in the 
Big Lost River Alluvium at the Idaho Chemical Processing Plant 

Author: WINCO 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Not specified 
02i28!94 

8-1 
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FILE NUMBER 

AR 1.1 BACKGROUND (continued} 

J.. Document #: 18017 
Title: Disposal of Drill Cuttings from Monitoring Well (MW)-18 
Author: Jenkins, T.W. 
Recipient: Orlean, H.; Reno, S.L. 
Date: 10/23/95 

Document#: 2549 

Title: USGS Comments on Closure plan for CPP-63 Hexane spill by CPP- 710 
Author: Mann, L.J. 
Recipient: Feigner, K.D. 
Date: 08/27 /87 

J. Document #: 2558 

J .. 

Title: USGS Comments on Ground-water monitoring plan, ICPP Injection Well 
Author: Mann. L.J. 
Recipient: , 
Date: 

Pierre, W. 
05/27/87 

Document #: 2559 
Title: USGS Comments on Closure plan, ICPP Injection Well 
Author: Mann, L.J. 
Recipient: Pierre, W. 
Date: 05/27 /87 

J. Document #: 2560 

Title: USGS Comments on Closure plan for the Hexane spill west of CPP-660 
Author: Mann, L.J. 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Pierre, W. 
06/01/87 

J Document#: 2801 

Title: USGS Comments on Closure plan for CPP-55. Mercury contaminated area 
(South of ICPP T-15) 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Mann, L.J. 
Pierre, VV. 
04/29/87 

J, Document #: 3077 
Title: Closure Plan for CPP-64 (Hexane Spill West of CPP-660) 
Author: Solecki, J.E. 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Gearheard. M. 
07 19 90 
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OPERABLE UNIT 3-13 09/22/99 

FILE NUMBER 

AR1.1 BACKGROUND (continued) 

J. 

J. 

J. 

J. 

Document #: 3090 

Title: Closure Plan for land Disposal Unit CPP-48 -Excess Chemical French 
Drain 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Not specified 
Not specified 
06/10/91 

Document #: 4962 

Title: Flooding Potential at the Idaho Chemical Processing Plant 
Author: Niccum, M.A. 
Recipient: Not specified 
Oat~: 04/01173 

Document#: 610 

Title: Final Closure Report for CPP-55, Mercury Contaminated Area 
Author: Solecki, J.E. 
Recipient: Gearheard, M. 
Date: 1 2/03/90 . 

Document #: 611 

Title: Final Closure Plan for CPP-39, Hydrofluoric Acid Storage Tank 
Author: Solecki, J.E. 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Gearheard, M. 
12/05/90 

J. Document#: 6111 

Title: Revision of Closure Plan for Land Disposal Unit (LOU) CPP-63, Hexane 
Leak Near Building CPP- 710 

Author: Solecki, J.E. 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Gearheard, M. 
08/22/89 

J. Document #: 6533 

Title: WINCO Comments on EPA Region X Review of Summary Assessments 
CPP-41, CPP-43, CPP-70, CPP-71, CPP-76, and CPP-77 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Matule, A.J. 
Weiler. F.H. 
11107:89 

B-3 
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09/22/99 

FILE NUMBER 

AR1 .1 BACKGROUND (continued) 

J, Document #: 6589 

Title: HLWTFR Project Using Devises to Locate Underground Utilities 
Author: Earle, O.K. 
Recipient: Williamson, D.J. 
Date: 10/13/91 

J. Document #: 6594 

Title: Disposition of Radioactively Contaminated Soil 
Author: Earle, 0.K. 
Recipient: Williamson, D.J. 
Date: 1 2/18/91 

J, Document #: 6596 

J.. 

J. 

Title: Sites Within OU 3-07 
Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Mascarenas, C.S. 
Williams, J.L. 
10/29/91 

Document#: 6614 

Title: Evaluation of a Unidirectional Gamma Detector for Operable Unit 3-07 
Author: Doornbos, M.H. 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Mascarenas. C.S. 
10/22/92 

Document #: 6622 

Title: Report on Preliminary Review 
Characterization Activities 
Malik, l.E. Author: 

Recipient: McGee, W.D. 
Date: 06/08/92 

of Impact on. Tank Farm due to 

J, Document #: 10707 

Title: Inclusion of Documents into the Administrative Record 
Author: Jenkins, T. W. 
Recipient: Ellis, D. L. 
Date: 09/20/99 

B-4 
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OPERABLE UNIT 3-13 09/22/99 

FILE NUMBER 

AR1 .1 BACKGROUND (continued) 

J. Document #: 6623 

Title: Portable Pipe Mapper (PPM) Field Test at the Idaho Chemical Process 
Plant (ICPP) 

Author: Motazed, B. 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Not specified 
01 /01 i92 

J. Document #: 6625 

Title: Idaho Chemical Processing Plant (ICPP) Waste Area Group Assessment 
Author: Not specified 
Recipient: Not specified 
Date: 01 /04/91 

J. Document #: 6626 

.I-. 

J, 

Title: Meeting -Injection Well 
Author: Valentine, J. 
Recipient: Not specified 
Date: 05/08/86 

Document #: 6628 
Title: Final Report for CPP-421 
Author: Hanson, N.W. 
Recipient: Poland, 0.J. 
Date: 09/14/88 

Document#: RC-10-98 

Title: Multi-Agency Radiation Survey and Site Investigation 
(MARISSIM) Investigation for CPP-709 Radionuclides 
Chambers, R. Author: 

Recipient: Rodman, G.R. 
Date: 09/21 /98 

' Document #: RDG-03-97 
Title: Waste Area Group (WAG) 3 Core Samples 
Author: Greenwell, R.D. 
Recipient: Connolly, J.M. 
Date: 03/20/97 

8-5 
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OPERABLE UNIT 3-13 
09/22/99 

FILE NUMBER 

AR1.1 BACKGROUND (continued) 

;, Document #: RDG-03-99 

Title: Soil Restoration Department Man2qement Assessment of Waste _Area 
Group (WAG) 3, Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act f CERCLA) Radiological Management 
Area (RMA) and Storage Yard 

Author: Greenwell, R.D. 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Distribution 
04/14/99 

J. Document #: RFM-41-89 

Title: ICPP Injection Well Abandonment Report 
Author: Mozes, R.F. 
Recipient: Shadley, D.E. 
Date: 12/11 /89 

J. Document #: RHM-33-84 

Title: CPP-601 Process Cells A, 8, C, D, & l D&D Final Report 
Author: Meservey, R.H. 
Recipient: Brehm, J. 
Date: 10/26/84 

;. Document#: SGS-127-91 

Title: Information Request 
Author: Bergeman, N.L. 
Recipient: Hinman. M.8. 
Date: 04/25/91 

J, Document#: SGS-289-91 

Title: Tank Closure Notification 
Author: Evans, T.A. 
Recipient: Lyle, J.L. 
Date: 07 /31 /91 

J Document #: SGS-334-91 

Title: Tank Closure Notification 
Author: Evans, T.A. 
Recipient: Lyle, J.L. 
Date: 08/22/91 

8-6 
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OPERABLE UNIT 3-13 

FILE NUMBER 

AR1 .1 BACKGROUND (continued) 

J. Document #: SGS-353-91 

Title: Tank Closure Notification 
Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Evans, T.A. 
Lyle, J.L: 
09/10/91 

09/22/99 

J. Document#: SMB-05-94 

J. 

J. 

Title: Idaho Department of Health and Welfare (IDHW) Request 
Chemical Processing Plant (ICPP) Stack Emissions Data 
Burns, S.M. Author: 

Recipient: Koch, D. 
Date: 07/15/94 

Document #: T Al-05-84 

for Idaho 

Title: Radiological Controls for the Decontamination of Low Level Waste Project 
Equipment 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Ikenberry, T.A. 

Bingham, G.E.; Cukurs, M.; Beesley, L.M. 
07/19/84 

Document#: 6634 
Title: 
Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Waste Transfer Line Gasket Leak -Operating Occurrence Report 
Lohse, G.E. 
Kennedy, K.K. 
01/16/76 

J. Document#: 6660 
Title: Maps for CPP-14 
Author: WINCO 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Not specified 
05/01 i90 

J. Document#: 903-1188 

Title: ICPP Geophysical Survey 
Author: Retzlaff, R. 
Recipient: Williams, J.L. 
Date: 08/17 i92 

J Document #: 965 

Title: Transmittal of Closure Plan for CPP-5 9, Kerosene Spill 
Author: Solecki, J.E. 
Recipient: Gearheard. M . 
Date: 11 /06.'90 

8-7 
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FILE NUMBER 

AR1 .1 BACKGROUND (continued) 

I, Document#: ACl-110 
Title: Buried Waste Line Register for National Reactor Testing Station (NFffS) 

Part IV CPP 
Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Paige, 8.E. 
Not specified 
06/01 /72 

1. Document#: 6648 
Title: Project Initiation Request -Demolition of Abandoned Sewage Plant -CPP-

703 & CPP-715 
Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Soderberg, J.D. 
Not specified 
02/04/83 

1. Document #: 6650 

I. 

I, 

Title: Characteristics of the ICPP Sanitary Waste Collection Systems 
Author: WINCO 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Not specified 
09/01/80 

Document#: 6722 
Title: Transmittal of the Closure Plan for LOU CPP-34 (Soil Storage Area in the 

NE Corner of the ICPP) 
Author: Solecki, J.E. 
Recipient: Gearheard, M. 
Date: 06/19/90 

Document #: 7756 
Title: Hazardous Waste Streams at CPP 
Author: Wallace, M. T. 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Winder, T. 
01/15/86 

1. Document #: 84 7 2 
Title: Revised Closure Plan Approach for Land Disposal Units (LOU' s) 
Author: Solecki, J.E. 
Recipient: Gearheard, M.F. 
Date: 01 /15/86 

8-8 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

OPERABLE UNIT 3-13 09/22/99 

FILE NUMBER 

AR1 .1 . BACKGROUND. (continued) 

J Document #: 6632 

Title: ICPP Tank Farm Contaminated Soil Investigation 
Author: Not specified 
Recipient: Not specified 
Date: 01 i04/9 l 

J. Document #: 6638 

Title: Report on Perforation and Cementing for Abandonment 
Injection Well MAH-FE-PL-304 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Fenix and Scisson and MK-Environmental Services 
Not specified 
10/01/89 

J. Document #: NEJ-28-91 

Title: Final Report on Robotic Geophysical Survey 
Author: Josten, N.E. 
Recipient:. Urbanski, C.J. 
Date: 1 2/02/91 

J, Document #: KLF-1 50-97 

of the lCPP 

Title: Listing Codes Applicable to Disposition of Investigation Derived Waste 
Originating From ICPP 

Author: Falconer, K.L. 
Hovinga, J.E. 
07/08/97 

Recipient: 
Date: 

J. Document #: KLF-159-95 

Title: WAG 3 Investigation-Derived Waste Aquifer Well Purge Water 
Author: Raunig, D.E. 
Recipient: Green, L.A. 
Date: 05/15/95 

J. Document #: NEB-3-86 

Title: Sources of Information for CERCLA Study 
Author: Nebeker, R.L. 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Pointer, T.F. 
02/02/86 

8-9 
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FILE NUMBER 

AR1 .1 BACKGROUND (continued) 

J Document #: MK-83-E-1792 

). 

). 

J, 

Title: Disposition of Stockpiled Low Level Contaminated Soil Excavated During 
the Low Level Waste Project Phase I at ICPP - M-K Project S-2258, 
ICWA 83-49 

Author: Hicks, F.E. 
Recipient: Bingham, G.E. 
Date: 11 i28/83 

Document#: KXJ-9-92 
Title: State of Idaho, Request for Information 
Author: Jones, K.L. 
Recipient: Distribution 
Date: 01 /14/92 

Document#: JFE-13-84 
Title: Location of Contaminated Dirt Burial 
Author: Erben, J.F. 
Recipient: Distribution 
Date: 04/16/84 

Document#: DLS-31-85 
Title: Summary of RALA D&D Status 
Author: Smith, D.L. 
Recipient: Meservey, R.H. 
Date: 08/09/85 

Document#: DWR-01-93 
Title: Evaluation of Records for Waste Generated at the Idaho Chemical 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Processing Plant (ICPP) and Disposed at the Radioactive Waste 
Management Complex (RWMC) During the Period of 1960-1983 
Rhodes, D.W. 
Nitschke, R.L. 
01/08/93 

Document #: CJU-05-92 
Title: Subsurface Imaging Results for the High Level Waste Tank Farm 

Replacement (HLWTFR) Project 
Author: Urbanski. C.J. 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Distribution 
02.'19i92 
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OPERABLE UNIT 3-13 09/22/99 

FILE NUMBER 

AR1 .1 BACKGROUND (continued} 

'. Document #: ·BING-106-83 
Title: Disposition of Stockpiled Soil 
Author: Bingham, G.E. 
Recipient: Hicks, F.E. 
Date: 12/08/83 

'· .Document#: AMU-161-90 
Title: CPP-59 Closure Plan Submittal 
Author: Umek, A.M. 
Recipient: Lyle, J.L. 
Date: 11 /08/90 

J. Document #: DDN-01-85 

Title: Identification of Radioactive Mixed Waste Streams at the Idaho Chemical 

J. 

Processing Plant 
Author: Nishimoto, 0.0. 
Recipient: Falconer, K.L. 
Date: 04/11 /85 

Document #: SGS-464-91 
Title: 
Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Tank Closure Notification 
Evans, T.A. 
Sato, W.N. 
11 /06/91 

J. Document #: WINC0-1 021 

Title: Radiological Characterization and Decision Analysis for the SFE-20 Waste 
Tank and Vault 

Author: Moser, C.L.; Schmidt, D.A. 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Not specified 
09/01 i84 

'· Document#: WINC0-1032 
Title: RALA Off-Gas Cell and Storage Tank (CPP-631 and VES-702) 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Decontamination and Decommissioning Plan 
Moser, C.L. 
Not specified 
07/01/85 

B-1 1 
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FILE NUMBER 

AR1.1 BACKGROUND (continued) 

J 

J. 

). 

Document#: WIN-86-0034-CPP 

Title: Unusual Occurrence Report -Inadvertent Transfer Resulting in Loss of 
Waste Solution 

Author: Lee, J.L. 
Recipient: Green, M.J. 
Date: 10/24/86 

Document #: WIN-86-0032-CPP 

Title: Unusual Occurrence Report -WL-212 Contaminated Liquid Spill 
Author: Lee, J.L. 
Ret:ipient: Moffitt, W.C. 
Date: 10/24/86 

Document#: 
Title: 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

WINC0-1123, Revision 1 

The Radiological Safety Analysis Computer Program (RSAC-5) User' s 
Manual 
Wenzel, D.R. 
Not specified 
02/01/94 

J Document #: DJK-09-96-A 

Title: Transition of Radiologically Contaminated Surplus Facilities from EM-60 
to EM-40 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Kenoyer, D.J. 
Moriarty, T.P. 
11 /13/96 

J. Document#: DOE/ID-10392, Rev. 0 

Title: Well Fitness Evaluation for the Idaho National Engineering Laboratory. 
Vol. I 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Sehlke, G.; Davis, D.E.; Tullock, W.W.; Williams, J.A. 
Not specified 
06/01 /93 

J Document #: DOE/10-J 0392, Rev. 0 

Title: Well Fitness Evaluation for the Idaho National Engineering Laboratory, 
Vol. II 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Sehlke, G.; Davis, D.E.; Tullock, W.W.; Williams, J.A. 
Not specified 
06i01 ;'93 

8-12 
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OPERABLE UNIT 3-13 09/22/99 

FILE NUMBER 

AR1 .1 BACKGROUND (continued) 

J. Document #: DOE/ID-10392, Rev. 0 

Title: Well Fitness Evaluation for the Idaho National Engineering Laboratory, 
Vol. Ill 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Sehlke, G.; Davis, D.E.; Tullock, W.W.; Williams, J.A. 
Not specified 
06/01 (93 

). Document#: ERD-210-91 

) . 

Title: Closure Plan for CPP-33, Contaminated Soil in Tank Farm Area Near WL-
102. NE of CPP-604 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Burns, T.F. 
Not specified 
06/04/91 

Document#: DOEilD-10402, Rev. 3 
Title: Comprehensive Well 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Laboratory, Vol. II 
Not specified 
Not specified 
05/01/94 

Survey for the Idaho National Engineering 

J.. Document #: 893-1195.950 
Title: 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Report on Surface Geophysical Surveys at the Idaho Chemical Processing 
Plant 
Golder Associates, Inc. 
Not specified 
09/04/91 

J.. Document #: ERD-229-91 

Title: Closure Plan for CPP-48, Excess Chemical Dump Tank (French Drain 
South of CPP-633) 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Burns, T.F. 
Gearheard, M. 
06/13/91 

Document #: ERD-075-91 
Title: Notification of Modification of Part A Permit for the INEL 
Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Burns, T.F. 
Donavan, R.P. 
03/14/91 

B-13 
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FILE NUMBER 

AR1.1 BACKGROUND (continued) 

) 

) 

AR1.3 

J. 

Document#: ERD-105-91 
Title: Characterization Data anrl Other Information Regarding COCA Units CPP-

39, -51, -54, -59, and -64 
Author: Burns, T.F. 
Recipient: Ledger, J.D. 
Date: 03/28/91 

Document#: ERD-102-91 
Title: Document Review -Closure Plan for Land Disposal Unit CPP-40 at the 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Idaho Chemical Processing Plant, Idaho National Engineering Laboratory 
Ford, J.S. 
Mann, S.A. 
07/16/91 

PRELIMINARY ASSESSMENT {PA) REPORT 

Document#: 6637 
Title: Site Assessment Documentation Packages for CPP-13, CPP-15, CPP-27, 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

CPP-29, CPP-35, CPP-36, CPP-58 E, and CPP-58 W 
Culp, B. 
Not specified 
03/31/92 

AR1 .4 SITE INVESTIGATION (Sil REPORT 

J, Document #: 6630 
Title: 
Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

AR1.7 

COCA Unit Discovery at the ICPP 
Nygard, D. 
Weiler, H. 
11 /06/89 

INITIAL ASSESSMENTS 

J. Document#: 5403 
Title: CPP-39, CPP HF St6rage Tank (YDB-105) and Dry Well, OU 3-13 
Author: N/A 
Recipient: N/A 
Date: 07 /08/87 

8-14 
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OPERABLE UNIT 3-13 09/22/99 

• FILE NUMBER 

AR1. 7 INITIAL ASSESSMENTS (continued) 

J. Document #: 5412 

Title: CPP-48, French Drain South of CPP-633, OU 3-13 
Author: N/A 
Recipient: N/A 
Date: 10/15/86 

J. Document#: 6645 

Title: CPP-13, Pressurization of the Solid Storage Cyclone NE of CPP-633 
Author: N/A 
Recipient: N/A 
Date: 07107187 

J. Document #: 6674 

Title: CPP-8, CPP-603 Basin Filter System Line Failure 
Author: N/A 
Recipient: N/A 
Date: 10/07 /86 

•• Document#: 6675 

Title: CPP-9, Soil Contamination Near the NE Corner of CPP-603 South Basin 
Author: N/A 
Recipient: N/A 
Date: 10/07 /86 

J. Document #: 6676 

Title: CPP-10, CPP-603 Plastic Pipeline Break 
Author: NIA 
Recipient: N/A 
Date: 10/07 /86 

J. Document#: 6677 

Title: CPP-11, CPP-603 Sludge and Water Release 
Author: NIA 
Recipient: N/ A 
Date: 10/07 /86 

J Document #: 6678 

Title: CPP-12, Contaminated Paint Chips and Pad South of CPP-603 
Author: Poland, D.J. 
Recipient: NIA 
Date: 10/07/86 

• 
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FILE NUMBER • 
AR1. 7 INITIAL ASSESSMENTS (continued) 

J Document II: 6679 

Title: CPP-13, Pressurization of the Solid Storage Cyclone NE of CPP-633 
Author: Poland, D.J. 
Recipient: NIA 
Date: 07/08/87 

J. Document II: 6680 
Title: CPP-15, Solvent Burner East of CPP-605 
Author: Poland, D.J. 
Recipient: N/A 
Date: 10/07 /86 

J Document II: 6681 
Title: CPP-16, Contaminated Soil from Leak in Line from WM-1 81 to PEW 
Author: Poland, D.J. 
Recipient: NIA 
Date: 10/07/86 

J. Document#: 6682 • Title: CPP-17. Soil Storage Area Near Peach Bottom Fuel Storage Area 
Author: Poland, D.J. 
Recipient: N/A 
Date: 10/07/86 

J. Document #: 6683 
Title: CPP-18, Gas Storage Building 
Author: Poland, D.J. 
Recipient: N/A 
Date: 10/07186 

J Document #: 6684 
Title: CPP-19, CPP-603 to CPP-604 Line Leak 
Author: Poland, D.J. 
Recipient: NIA 
Date: 10/07/86 

J Document#: 6685 
Title: CPP-20, CPP-604 Radioactive Waste Unloading Area 
Author: Poland, D .J. 
Recipient: N:'A 
Date: 07i08:87 • 
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FILE NUMBER 

AR1. 7 INITIAL ASSESSMENTS {continued) 

J. Document#: 6673 

Title: CPP-7, Soil Contamination Northwest of CPP-642 (East of CPP-6031 
Author: Poland, D.J. 
Recipient: N/A 
Date: 1 0/07 /86 

AR1 .9 NEW SITE IDENTIFICATION/INCLUSION 

J. Document #: 16760 

Title: New Site Identification - Tank Farm Soil Stockpiles - CPP-97 
Author: DOE; EPA; IDHW 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Not specified 
10/16/98 

Document #: 16807 

Title: New Site Identification - Tank Farm Shoring Boxes - CPP-98 
Author: DOE; EPA; IDHW 
Recipient: Not specified 
Date: 11 /03/98 

J. Document#: 16808 

Title: New Site Identification - Boxed Soil - CPP-99 
Author: DOE; EPA; IDHW 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Not specified 
12i15/98 

J. Document #: 12899 

Title: New Site Identification -Buried Cylinders East -CPP-94 
Author: DOE 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Not specified 
02/20/97 

Document #: 14345 

Title: New Site Identification -Simulated Calcine Trench NU-1.95 -CPP-93 
Author: DOE 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Not specified 
01 /25/95 
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FILE NUMBER 

09/22/99 

AR1.9 

) 

AR2.3 

) 

AR2.4 

J. 

J 

NEW SITE IDENTIFICATION/INCLUSION (continued} 

Document ti: DOE!ID-10705 
Title: Evaluation and Site Selection For A New Service Waste Disposal Facility 

For The Idaho Nuclear Technology and Engineering Center 
Author: Not specified 
Recipient: Not specified 
Date: 09/01 /99 

EE/CA APPROVAL MEMORANDUM 

Document ti: 10315 
Title: Approval Memorandum for the Idaho Chemical Processing Plant 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Radionuclide-Contaminated Soils Removal Action 
NIA 
DOE, EPA, IDHW 
02/01 /97 

EE/CA 

Document#: DOE/ID-10568, Rev. 0 
Title: Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis for Radionuclide-Contaminated Soils 

Author: 

Recipient: 
Date: 

Removal Actio~ at the Idaho Chemical Processing Plant 
Francis, C.S.; Hall, M.; Heidkamp, H.A.; Heilman, D.; Henderson, L.; 
Nicklaus, D.M.; Sorman, K.L.; Wells, R.P. 
Not specified 
02/01 /97 

Document #: OPE-ER-29-97 
Title: Transmittal of the Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis for Ra.dionuclide

Contaminated Soils Removal Action at the Idaho Chemical Processing 
Plant 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Jensen, N.R, 
Pierre, W.; Nygard, D. 
02/28/97 

Document#: DOEilD-10568, Rev. 1 
Title: Engineering Evaluatron,Cost Analysis for Radionuclide-Contaminated S011s 

Author: 

Recipient: 
Date: 

Removal Action at the Idaho Chemical Processing Plant 
Francis. C.S.; Hall, M.; Heidkamp, H.A.; Heilman. D.; Henderson, L.: 
Nicklaus, D.M.; Sorman, K.L.; Wells, R.P. 
Not specified 
06/01 /97 

B-18 

-~ 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

OPERABLE UNIT 3-13 09/22/99 

FILE NUMBER 

AR2.4 EE/CA (continued) 

J. Document #: OPE-ER-102-97 

J. 

Title: Transmittal of the Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis for Radionuclide
Contaminated Soils Removal Action at the Idaho Chemical Processing 
Plant 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Jensen, N.R. 
Pierre, W.; Nygard. D. 
06/24/97 

Document #: 10543* 

Title: Idaho Chemical Processing Plant Windblown Area, Section 9. of the 
Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis for Operable Unit 10-06 

Author: 

Recipient: 
Date: 

Radionuclide-Contaminated Soils Removal Action at the Idaho National 
Engineering Laboratory, Volume 1, INEL-95/0259, Rev. 0 

Jessmore, P.J.; Rood, S.M.; Haney, T.J.; Paarmann, M.L.; VanHorn. R.L.; 
Harris, G.A.; Stepan, I.E.; Burns, S.M. 
Not specified 
06/01 /95 

*The entire document may be found in Administrative Record OU 10-06, Volume I. 

AR2.5 ACTION MEMORANDUM 

Document #: DOE/10-10588 

Title: Action Memorandum for the Idaho Chemical 
Radionuclide-Contaminated Soils Removal Action 
Not specified Author: 

Recipient: Not specified 
Date: 05/01 /97 

J. Document#: 5280 

Processing Plant 

Title: Action Memorandum -Removal Action -Idaho Chemical Processing Plant 
Author: Earle, 0.K. 
Recipient: Williams, A.C . 
. Date: 05/28/93 

'. Document #: 5.281 
. Title: 

Author: 
Action Memorandum -Removal Action -Idaho Chemical Processing Plant 
Earle, O.K. 

Recipient: Wil/iams, A.C. 
Date: 05/28193 
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FILE NUMBER 

AR2.5 ACTION MEMORANDUM (continued) 

J, Document #: OKE-64-93 

AR2.7 

J. 

AR2.8 

J. 

AR3.1 

Title: Action Memorandum For Time-Critical Removal Actions Planned for FY-
93 at the Idaho Chemical Processing Plant for Inclusion Into the 
Administrative Record File 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Document#: 
Title: 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Earle, O.K. 
Williams, A.C. 
05/28i93 

HEAL TH AND SAFETY PLAN 

INEL/EXT-97-00132, Rev. 1 
Health and Safety Plan for ICPP Radionuclide-Contaminated Soils 
Removal Action 
Arrowood, J.; Gurney, L.; Steed, K.; Haight, R. 
Not specified 
05/01 /97 

WORK PLAN 

Document#: DOE/EXT-97-00116, Rev. 0 
Title: Removal Action Plan for the Idaho Chemical Processing Plant 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Radionuclide-Contaminated Soils Removal Action 
Cram, A. 
Not specified 
06/01 i97 

SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS PLAN 

J Document #: 18021 
Title: Sampling and Analysis Plan for the ICPP Percolation Ponds 1 and 2 
Author: Wastren Remediation, Inc. 
Recipient: Not specified 
Date: 03/24/93 

J. Document #: 14084 
Title: Sampling and Analysis Plan for Boxed Soils from Solid Waste 

Management Unit CPP-58 and Basement Exit Excavations at CPP-
604/605 at the Idaho Chemical Processing Plant 

Author: Golder Associates Inc. 
Recipient: Not specified 
Date: 07!01 /93 
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FILE NUMBER 

AR3.1 SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS PLAN (continued) 

J Document #: 93MSE/ID-225 

J. 

Title: Transmittal of WAG 3iWAG 10 Sampling and Analysis Plan 
Author: Barry, G.A. 
Recipient: Burns, S.M. 
Date: 08/02/93 

Document #: 6744 
Title: Sampling and Analysis Plan for WAG 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Contaminated Soils Treatability Study 
Barry, G.A.; Doornbos. M.H. 
Not specified 
08/01/93 

3/WAG 10 Radionuclide-

J. Document#:· AM/ERWM-RP0-173-92 

J. 

J. 

Title: 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Transmittal of the Closure Addendum for the Draft Sampling and Analysis 
Plans {SAP) for Operable Units (OU) 3-07 and -08 {Tank Farm I & II, 
respectively). and WAG 3 Quality Assurance Project Plan (QAPjP) 
Lyle, J.L. 
Pierre, W.; Nygard, D. 
07/31/92 · 

Document #: AM/ERWM-RP0-154-92 
Title: Transmittal of the Modifications to Operable Unit (OU) 3-07, the Tank 

Farm Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP) at the Idaho Chemical Process 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Plant (ICPP) Waste Area Group 3 (WAG 3} 
Lyle, J.L. 
Pierre, W:; Nygard, D. 
07/10/92 

Document #: 893-1195.320 
Title: Report for the Idaho Chemical Processing Plant 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Sampling Program at Land Disposal Unit CPP-59 
Golder Associates, Inc. 
Not specified 
01 /01 /91 

{ICPP) Drilling and 

J Document ;;; 893-1195.330 

Title: Report for the Idaho Chemical Processing Plant (ICPP) Drilling and 
Sampling Program at Land Disposal Unit CPP-64 

Author: Golder Associates, Inc. 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Not specified 
01 /01 i91 · 
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FILE NUMBER 

AR3.1 SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS PLAN (continued) 

J 

J. 

J. 

J, 

J 

Document#: 893-1195.360 
Title: Report for the Idaho Cliemical P~::icessing Plant 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Sampling Program at Land Disposal Unit CPP-54 
Golder Associates, Inc. 
Not specified 
01 /01 /91 

Document #: INEL-95/0064 

(ICPP) Drilling and 

Title: Report of 1993,94 Tank Farm Drilling and Sampling Investigation at the 
Idaho Chemical Processing Plant 

Author: Not specified 
Recipient: Not specified 
Date: 02/01/95 

Document#: 893-1195.530 
Title: Report of the Idaho Chemical Processing Plant Drilling and Sampling 

Program at the HLLW Tank, Farm and LOU CPP-33 
Author: Golder Associates, Inc. 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Not specified 
12/19/91 

Document #: 903-1171 
Title: Report for th'e Idaho Chemical Processing Plant Sampling and Analysis 

Program at Service Waste Percolation Pond No. 2 
Author: Golder Associates, Inc. 
Recipient: Not specified 
Date: 04/15/92 

Document ti: ERO 1-098-92 
Title: Transmittal of the Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP) for Operable Unit 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

(OU} 3-08 at the Idaho Chemical Processing Plant (ICPP) Waste Area 
Group 3 (WAG 3) 
Lyle, J.L. 
Pierre, W.; Nygard. D. 
04/07/92 

Document#: INEEL/EXT-97-00677. Rev. 0 
Title: Limited Scope and Hazard Characterization Plan for Soil Disturbance 

CERCLA Radiological Characterization at ICPP - CPP-701 Petroleum 
Contaminated Soil 

Author: Jones, R.K.; Willis. B.J. 
Recipient: Not specified 
Date: 06/01:'97 
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FILE NUMBER 

AR3.1 

J. 

ARJ.2 

J. 

J. 

Document#: 
Title: 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Document #: 
Title: 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS PLAN (continued) 

INEL-95/01 37, Rev. 0 
Sampling and Analysis Plan for the Waste Area Group 3 Remedial 
Investigation/Feasibility Study Work Plan (FINAL) 
Meyer, T.J. 
Not specified 
08/01 /95 

SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS DATA/CHAIN OF CUSTODY FORMS (COCJ 

RM-06-93-A 
Validation of Organochlorine Herbicide Data from the Fourth Quarter 
1992 Groundwater Sampling Effort at the Westinghouse Idaho Chemical 
Processing Plant: Sample Delivery Groups 
Marty, R.C. 
Williams, J.L. 
02/24/93 

Document #: RPW-44-94 

Title: Transmittal of Limitations and Validation Report (L&V) Idaho Chemical 
Processing Plant (ICPP). Operable Unit 3-07, Radiochemical Analysis, 
Sample Delivery Group #3PG 10301 BG 

Author: Wells, R.P. 
Recipient: Holder, K.D. 
Date: 04/12/94 

J. Document #: 6629 
Title: Final Report for 2nd PECA 
Author: Hunter, B.R. 
Recipient: Stalke, A.K. 
Date: · 07 /27 /87 

Document #: OPE-ER-052-95 
Title: Transmittal of the Validated Data for Perched Water Sampling December 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

1994 and January 1 995 
Green, L.A. 
Pierre, W.; Nygard, D. 
03/23/95 
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FILE NUMBER 

AR3.2 
SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS DATA/CHAIN OF CUSTODY FORMS (COC) 

(continued) 

J. Document #: INEL!EXT-97-00341, Rev. 0 

Title: limited Scope and Hazard Characterization .Plan 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

CERCLA Radiological Characterization at ICPP 
Jones, R.K. 
Not specified 
03/01/97 

for Soil Disturbance 

J, Document #: DLF-01-89 

J. 

Title: 
Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Review of Documents {QA/QC Samples) 
Forsberg, D.L. 
Minkin, S.C. 
09/27/89 

Document#: OPE-ER-254-97 

Title: Transmittal of the Validated Analytical Sampling Data for Idaho Chemical 
Processing Plant {ICPP) Radionuclide-Contaminated Soils Non-Time 
Critical Removal Action at the Idaho Chemical Proces~ing Plant 
Jenkins, T.W. Author: 

Recipient: 
Date: 

Pierre, W.; Nygard, D. 
11 /25/97 

Document #: ERD-011 -91 

Title: Submittal of Summary Analytical Data for Investigations 
(CPP-51, CPP-54, CPP-59, and CPP-64) 
Solecki, J.E. Author: 

Recipient: Humphrey, D.L. 
Date: 01/11/91 

Document #: ERD-036-91 

at the ·1cpp 

Title: Submittal of Summary Analytical 
(CPP-39, CPP-34, and CPP-55) 
Solecki, J.E. 

Data for Investigations at the lCPP 

Author: 
Recipient: Humphrey, D.L. 
Date: 02/27/91 
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FILE NUMBER 

AR3.3 WORK PLAN 

), 

). 

J. 

J. 

), 

) 

Document #: INEL-9510056, Rev. 0 

Title: Waste Area Group 3 Comprehensive Remedial Investigation/Feasibility 
Study Work Plan (FINAL}. Vol. I, through 8. References 

Author: NIA 
Recipient: NIA 
Date: 08/01 /95 

Document #: INEL-95/0056, Rev. 0 

Title: Waste Area Group 3 Comprehensive Remedial Investigation/Feasibility 
Study Work Plan (FINAL), Vol. I, Appendices 

Author: NIA 
Recipient: NIA 
Date: 08101 /95 

Document #: INEL-95/0056, Rev. 0 

Title: Waste Area Group 3 Comprehensive Remedial Investigation/Feasibility 
Study Work Plan (FINAL), Vol. II, through Attachment 5 

Author: NIA 
Recipient: NIA 
Date: 08101195 

Document #: INEL-95/0056, Rev. 0 

Title: Waste Area Group 3 co'mprehensive Remedial Investigation/Feasibility 
Study Work Plan (FINAL}, Vol. II, Attachment 6 · 

Author: N/A 
Recipient: N/A 
Date: 08/01 /95 

Document #: 6658 

Title: Technical Work Plan for the Idaho Chemical Processing Plant, Sampling 
and Analysis Program at Solid Waste Management Unit CPP-14, Vol. I. 
Rev. 1 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Golder Associates, Inc. 
NIA 
01 i 11 i91 

Document II: 6659 

Title: Technical Work Plan for the Idaho Chemical Processing Plant, Quality 
Assurance Project Plan for Drilling and Sampling Activities at Solid Waste 
Management Unit CPP-14, Vol. II, Rev. 1 
Golder Associates, Inc. Author: 

Recipient: Not specified 
Date: 01:'11'91 
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AR3.3 WORK PLAN (continued) 

J Document #: 6636 

Title: Technical Work Plan for the Idaho Chemical Processing Plant, Sampling 
and Analysis Program at Solid Waste Management Unit CPP-14. Vol. I. 
Rev. 2 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Golder Associates, Inc. 
NIA 
12/16/91 

J, Document II: 893-1195 .31 O 

J, 

Title: Report for the Idaho Chemical Processing Plant, Drilling and Sampling 
Program at Land Disposal Unit CPP-39 

Author: Golder Associates, lnc. 
L.edger, J.D. 
01 /01 /91 

Recipient: 
Date: 

Document #: OPE-ER-099-94 

Title: Transmittal of the Draft Final Technical Work Plan for the WAG 3 and 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

WAG 10 Radionuclide-Contaminated Soils Treatability Study 
Lyle, J.L. . 
Pierre, W.; Nygard, D. 
04/26/94 

J Document#: OPE~ER-127-95 

Title: Transmittal of the Draft Final Waste Area Group 3 Remedial 

Author: 
Investigation/Feasibility Study Work Plan 
Green, LA. 
Pierre, W.; Nygard, D. 
07/05/95 . 

Recipient: 
Date: 

Document II: 893-1195.450, Vol. I 

Title: Technical Work Plan for the Idaho Chemical Processing Plant Drilling and 
Sampling Program at the ICPP Tank Farm (CPP-33) 
Golder Associates, Inc. 
Not specified 
07/25/90 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

J, Document#: 893-1195.450. Vol. II 

Title: Quality Assurance Project Plan for Drilling and Sampling Activities at the 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

ICPP Tank Farm !CPP-33) 
Golder Associates, Inc. 
Not specified 
07i25/90 
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OPERABLE UNIT 3-13 09/22/99 

FILE NUMBER 

AR3.3 WORK PLAN (continued) 

J. Document#: INEEL/EXT-98-01097, Rev. 0 

Title: Treatabifity Study Work Plan for the Segmented Gate System Technology 
Deployment 

Author: Wells, R.P. 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Not specified 
04/01 /99 

AR3.4 RI REPORTS 

AR3.8 

J. . 

Document #: OPE-ER-122-96 

Title: Transmittal of the Comprehensive RI/FS for the Idaho Chemical 
Processing Plant OU 3-1 3 at the INEL--Part A, RI/BRA Report (Draft) 
Jensen, N.R. Author: 

Recipient: 
Date: 

Pierre, W.; Nygard, D. 
08/05/96 

RISK ASSESSMENT 

Document#: OPE-ER-117-95 

Title: Transmittal of the Draft WAG 3 Screening Level Ecological Risk 
Assessment 
Green, L.A. Author: 

Recipient: 
Date: 

Pierre, W.; Nygard. D. 
06/19/95 

AR3.9 QUALITY ASSURANCE PROJECT PLAN 

J. Document #: QAPjP-E-035, Revision 0 

Title: Quality Assurance Project Plan for Characterization Activities at WAG 3 
Author: WINCO 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Document#: 
Title: 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Not specified 
07/21 /92 

INEL-95/0086. Rev. 4 (formerly EGQ-WM-10076) 
Quality Assurance Project Plan for Waste Area Groups 1, 2, 3. 4, 5. 6. 
7, and 10 

Baumer, A.R.; Flynn, S.C.; Watkins, C.S. 
Not specified 
03/01 /95 
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FILE NUMBER 

AR3.9 
QUALITY ASSURANCE PROJECT PLAN (continued) 

J. Document#: 
Title: 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

DOE/ID-10587, Rev. 5 (formerly INEL-95/0086) 

Quality Assurance Project Plan for Waste Area Groups 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 
7, 10 and Inactive Sites 

Baumer, A.A.; Flynn, S.C.; Thompson, A.G.; Watkins, C.S. 
Not specified 
12/01 /97 

AR3.10 SCOPE OF WORK 

J. Document#: 5791 

Title: Final Scope of Work for the Waste Area Group 3 Comprehensive 
Remedial Investigation Feasibility Study 
WINCO Author: 

Recipient: NIA 
Date: 10/14/94 

J. Document #: OPE-ER-283-94 

J. 

J, 

J 

Title: Transmittal of the Final Scope of Work for the Waste Area Group 3 
Comprehensive Remedial Investigation Feasibility Study Author: 

Recipient: 
Date: 

Green, L. 
Pierre, W.; Nygard, D. 
10/21 /94 

Document #: RP0-001-92 

Title: Transmittal of Scope of Work (SOW) for Track 2 Preliminary Scoping 
Study at Operable Unit (OU) 3-08 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Lyle, J.L. 
Pierre, W.; Nygard, D. 
01/10/92 

Document #: OPE-ER-035-93 

Title: Transmittal of the Draft Scope of Work (SOW) for Operable Unit 3-0SA 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

(ICPP North Area RliFS) 
Lyle, J.L. 
Pierre, W.; Nygard, D. 
11 /1 5/93 

Document II: 6590 

Title: Review of Draft Scope of Work for Operable Unit-7, Tank Farm 
Author: Mejia, C. 

Recipient: Williamson, D.; Fourr, 8.; Williams, J.; Gombert, D. 
Date: 10/18/91 
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FILE NUMBER 

AR3.10 SCOPE OF WORK (continued) 

J, 

), 

J. 

Document It: 6591 

Title: Review of Draft Scope of Work for Operable Unit-7, Tank Farm 
Author: Mejia, C. 

Recipient: Williamson, 0.; Fourr, B.; Williams. J.; Gombert, D. 
Date: 10/18/91 

Document #: 6592 

Title: Review of Draft Scope of Work for Operable Unit-7, Tank Farm 
Author: Mejia, C. 

Recipient: Williamson, D.; Fourr, B.; Williams, J.; Gombert, 0. 
Date: 10/ 1 8/91 

Document#: OPE-ER-047-94 

Title: Transmittal of the Draft Final Scope of Work for Operable Unit 3-08A 
(ICPP North Area RI/FS) 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Lyle, J.L. 
Pierre, W.; Nygard, D. 
02/18/94 

ARJ.11 FIELD SAMPLING 

-'- Document#: DOE/ID-10579, Rev. 0 

Title: Field Sampling Plan for the Idaho Chemical Processing Plant Radionuclide
Contaminated Soils Removal Action 

Author: Wells, R.P. 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Not specified 
05/01 /97 

-'· Document#: OPE-ER-91-97 

Title: Transmittal of the Field Sampling Plan for the Idaho Chemical Processing 
Plant Radionuclide-Contaminated Soils Removal Action and the Removal 
Action Plan for the ICPP Radionuclide-Contaminated Soils Removal 
Action 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Jensen, N.R. 
Pierre, W.; Nygard, D. 
06/12/97 
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FILE NUMBER 

AR3.11 FIELD SAMPLING (continued) 

J. Document #: INEEL/EXT-97-00805 
Title: Field Sampling Plan for ~:·.e D&D : ' .he CPP-631 Rala Building, and CPP-

709 and CPP-734 Monitoring Stations at the Idaho Chemical Processing 
Plant 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Jones, R.W. 
Not specified 
08/01 /97 

AR3.12 RI/FS REPORTS 

J. 

J. 

Document #: OPE-ER-106-97 
Title: Transmittal of the Draft Comprehensive RI/FS for the Idaho Chemical 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Processing Plant OU 3-1 3 at the !NEEL 
Jines, A.T. 
Pierre, W.; Nygard, D. 
06/27/97 

Document#: OPE-ER-127-97 
Title: Transmittal of the Draft Comprehensive RI/FS for the Idaho Chemical 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Processing Plant OU 3-1 3 at the INEEL 
Hain, K.E. 
Pierre, W.; Nygard, D. 
08/14/97 

Document#: DOE/ID-10534 
Title: Comprehensive RliFS for the Idaho Chemical Processing Plant OU 3-1 3 

Author: 

Recipient: 
Date: 

at the INEEL--Part A, RI/BRA Report (Final), Binder 1 
Rodriguez, R.R.; Schafer, A.L.; McCarthy, J.; Martian, P.; Burns, D.E.; 
Raunig, D.E.; Burch, N.A.; VanHorn, R.L. 
Not specified 
11/01/97 

Document#: DOE/ID-10534 
Title: Comprehensive Rl:FS for the Idaho Chemical Processing Plant OU 3- 1 3 

Author: 

Recipient: 
Date: 

at the INEEL--Part A, Rl,BRA Report (Final), Binder 2 
Rodriguez, R.R.; Schafer. A.l.; McCarthy, J.; Martian, P.; Burns. D.E.; 
Raunig, D.E.; Burch, N.A.; VanHorn, R.L. 
Not specified 
11 i01 ;97 

8-30 

• I 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 
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FILE NUMBER 

AR3.12 RI/FS REPORTS (c<;mtinued) 

J. Document#: DOE/ID-10534 

J. 

J. 

J. 

J. 

Title: 

Author: 

Recipient: 
Date: 

· Comprehensive RI/FS for the Idaho Chemical Processing Plant OU 3-13 
at the INEEL--Part A, RliBRA Report (Final!, Binder 3 
Rodriguez, R.R.; Schafer, A.l.; McCarthy, J.; .Martian, P.; Burns, D.E.; 
Raunig, D.E.; Burch, N.A.; VanHorn, R.l. 
Not specified 
11/01/97 

Document#: DOE/10-10572 

Title: Comprehensive RI/FS for the Idaho Chemical Processing Plant OU 3-1 3 

Author: 

Recipient: 
Date: 

at the INEEL--Part 8, FS Report (Final). Binder 1 
Rodriguez, RR.; Schafer, A.L.; McCarthy, J.; Martian, P.; Burns, D.E.: 
Raunig, D.E.; Burch, N.A.; VanHorn, R.L. 
Not specified 
11 /01 /97 

Document#: DOE/10-10572 

Title: Comprehensive RI/FS for the Idaho Chemical Processing Plant OU 3-1 3 

Author: 

Recipient: 
Date: 

at the INEEL--Part 8, FS Report (Final), Binder 2 
Rodriguez, R.R.; Schafer, A.l.; McCarthy, J.; Martian, P.; Burns, D.E.; 
Raunig, D.E.; Burch, N.A.; VanHorn, R.l. 
Not specified 
11 /01 /97 

Document#: DOE/10-10619, Rev. 2 
Title: Comprehensive RI/FS for the Idaho Chemical Processing Plant OU 3-1 3 

at the INEEL - Part B, FS Supplement Report, Vol. 1 and 2 
Author: Greenwell, R.D.; Evans, C.S. 
Recipient: Not specified 
Date: 10/01 /98 

Document#: OPE-ER-160-98 
Title: Transmittal of the Final Comprehensive RI/FS for the Idaho Chemical 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

. Processing Plant OU 3-1 3 at the INEEL--Part 8, FS Supplement Report 
(Revision 2) 

Hain, K.E. 
Pierre, W.; Nygard, D. 
10/14/98 
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FILE NUMBER 

AR3.12 RI/FS REPORTS {continued) 

J 
Document #: OPE-EP&SA-98-002 

Title: Transmittal of Final Comprehensive Remedial lnvestigation;Feasibility 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Study for the Idaho Chemical Processing Plan Operable Unit 3-1 3 at the 
Idaho National Engineering and Environmental Laboratory and Draft 
Proposed Plan for Waste Area Group 3 
Depperschmidt, J. 
Distribution 
01/05/98 

J, 
Document #: OPE-ER-95-222 

J. 

Title: Transmittal of Validated Analytical Sampling Data for Idaho Chemical 
Processing Plant (ICPP) Perched Water Wells, Snake River Plain Aquifer 
(SRPA) Wells, Well USGS-47 Vertical Contaminant Profiling, and JCPP 
Soil Samples Conducted for the Waste Area Group (WAG) 3 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Comprehensive Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) 
Green, L.A. 
Pierre, W.; Nygard, D. 
12/05/95 

Document#: DEB-20-97 
Title: 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Document#: 
Title: 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Document#: 
Title: 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Summary of Assumptions Used During Development ~f Waste Area 
Group (WAG) 3 Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study (RL'FS) 
Microshield Modeling Results 
Burns, D.E. 
Henry, R.L. 
10/13/97 

OPE-ER-253-97 

Transmittal of the Final Comprehensive Rl/!FS for the Idaho Chemical 
Processing Plant OU 3-13 at the INEEL 
Jenkins, T.W. 
Pierre, W.; Nygard, D. 
11 /25/97 

OPE-ER-174-97 

Transmittal of the Draft Final Comprehensive Rli/FS for the Idaho 
Chemical Processing Plant OU 3· 13 at the /NEEL 
Jenkins, T. W. 
Pierre, W.; Nygard, D. 
10/30/97 
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FILE NUMBER 

AR3.14 

OPERABLE UNIT 3-13 

TRACK 2 SUMMARY REPORT 

J Document #: OPE-ER-308-94 

09/22/99 

Title: Transmittal of the Revised Track 2 Summary Report for Operable Unit 3-
09 

Author: Jenkins, T.W. 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Pierre, W.; Nygard, D. 
1 l/22/94 

AR3.15 HEAL TH ANO SAFETY PLAN 

,. Document #: 6621 

Title: Site Specific Health and Safety Plan -FY-1992 Drilling and Sampling 
Program -Track 2 Investigation of OU 3-07 Tank Farm and OU 3-08 
Tank Farm II 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Mascarenas, C.S. 
Not specified 
08/10/92 

Document #: 6651 

Title: Site Specific Health and Safety Plan -Solid Waste Management Unit 
(SWMU) CPP-14 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Alcalde, A. 
Not specified 
10/16/90 

J. Document #: 6652 

Title: Site Specific Health and Safety Plan -Solid Waste Management Unit 
(SWMU) CPP-36 INEL 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Alcalde, A. 
Not specified 
10/16i90 

'. Document #: 6656 

Title: Site Specific Health and Safety Plan -Land Disposal Unit (LOU) CPP-63 
Author: Alcalde, A. 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Not specified 
10/16i90 

,1,. Document #: 6655 

Title: Site Specific Health and Safety Plan -ICPP Land Disposal Unit (LOU) CPP-
48 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Alcalde. A. 
Not specified 
10:16.90 
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FILE NUMBER 

AR3.15 HEAL TH AND SAFETY PLAN (continued) 

J. Document #: 6653 
Title: Site Specific Health and Safety Plan -ICPP Land Disposal Unit (LOU) CPP-

37 
Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Alcalde, A. 
Not specified 
10/16/9.0 

J, Document #: 6654 

). 

J. 

Title: Site Specific Health and Safety Plan -Land Disposal Unit (LOU) CPP-40; 
LOU CPP-47 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Alcalde, A. 
Not specified 
10/16i90 

Document#: EGG-ER-10922, Rev. 0 
Title: Health and Safety Plan for the WAG 3/WAG 10 Radionuclide

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Document#: 
Title: 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Contaminated Soils Treatability Study 
Barry, G.A.; Nuthak, S.A.; Pickett, S.L. 
Not specified 
08/01 /93 

INEL-95i0136, Rev. 0 
Health and Safety Plan for the Waste Area Group 3 Comprehensive 
Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (Final) 
Meyer, T.J. 
Not specified 
08/01 /95 

Document#: INEL-95/0136, Rev. 2 
Title: Health and Safety Plan for the Waste Area Group 3 Comprehensive 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Document#: 
Title: 
Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Remedial Investigation. Feasibility Study 
Meyer, T.J. 
Not specified 
07/01/95 

INEL-95/0292, Rev. 0 
Health and Safety Plan for D&D of CPP-631, -709, -734 
LaBuy, S.A.; Peterson, D.A. 
Not specified 
05.·01.95 
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OPERABLE UNIT 3-13 09/22/99 

FILE NUMBER 

AR3.15 HEAL TH AND SAFETY PLAN (continued) 

J. Document#: 
Title: 
Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

INEL-95/0292, Rev. 1 
Health and Safety Plan for D&O of CPP-631, -709, -734 
LaBuy, S.A.; Peterson, O.A. 
Not specified 
06/01 /97 

AR3.17 REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION AND BASELINE RISK ASSESSMENT REPORT 

J. Document#: KLF-210-95 

Title: Modification to the WAG 3 Baseline Risk Assessment Approach 
Author: Rodriguez, R.R. 
Recipient: Green, L.A. 
Date: 06/21 /95 

AR3.20 TREAT ABILITY STUDY 

J. Document #: PTL-02-94 

J. 

Title: Comments on the Draft Technical Work Plan for the WAG 3 and WAG 
10 Radionuclide Contaminated· Soils Treatability Study 
Laney, P.T. Author: 

Recipient: Honeycutt, T. K. 
Date: 03/22/94 

Document #: GMH-01-93 
Title: Comments concerning the treatability study of INEL soils, including ICPP 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

soils 
Huestis, G.M. 
Daum, K.A. 
08/04/93 

AR3.21 SCHEDULE 

J. Document #: OPE-ER-1 31-96 
Title: Transmittal of the Revised WAG 3 Operable Unit 3-13 Comprehensive 

RI/FS Schedule 
Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Jensen, N.R. 
Pierre, W.; Nygard, D. 
08/27/96 
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FILE NUMBER 

AR3.21 SCHEDULE (continued) 

;, Document II: OPE-ER-33-97 
Title: Transmittal of the Revised WAG 3 Operable Unit 3-13 Comprehensive 

RI/FS Schedule 
Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Jines, A.T. 
Pi~rre, W.; Nygard, D. 
03/05/97 

J. Document I/: 1011 O 

). 

). 

Title: Revised Closure Plan Schedule 
Author: Solecki, J.E. 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Monson, S. 
09/29/89 

Document #: 8206 
Title: Detailed Schedules for Preparation of Closure Plans 
Author: Solecki, J.E. 
Recipient: Gearheard, M .F. 
Date: 01 /11 /90 

Document#: KHK-147-89 
Title: Detailed Schedules for Preparation of Closure Plans 
Author: Blumberg, D.J. 
Recipient: Sato, W.N. 
Date: 12/22/89 

AR4.2 FS REPORTS 

J Document #: OPE-ER-18-98 

) 

Title: Transmittal of the Draft OU 3-1 3 Feasibility Study Supplement to the 
Final OU 3-13 Comprehensive RI//FS for the Idaho Chemical Processing 
Plant OU 3-13 at the !NEEL 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Jenkins, T.W. 
Pierre, W.; Nygard, D. 
01/29/98 

Document #: OPE-ER-1 28-98 
Title: Transmittal of the Revised Draft Comprehensive Rlt/FS for the Idaho 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Chemical Processing Plant OU 3-13 at the INEEL -Part 8, FS Supplement 
Report (Revision 1 I 
Jenkins, T.W. 
Pierre, W.; Nygaro, D 
08!06i98 

B-36 

• 

• 

• 



OPERABLE UNIT 3-13 09/22/99 

• FILE NUMBER 
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J. Document #: OPE-ER-40-98 

Title: Transmittal of Documents for Review of WAG 3 Cost Estimates 
Author: Jenkins, T.W. 
Recipient: Pierre, W.; Nygard, D. 
Date: 03/1 2/98 

J. Document #: FL-92-0234 

Title: Feasibility of Performing Gamma Isotopic Profiles in the Idaho Chemical 
Processing Plant Waste Tank Farm Observations Wells 
Battaglia, P.J. Author: 

Recipient: Alexander, 0. 
Date: 09/29/92 

AR4.3 PROPOSED PLAN 

J. Document #: 10542 

Title: Proposed Plan for Waste Area Group 3 at the Idaho Chemical Processing 
Plant Idaho National Engineering and Environmental Laboratory 
INEEL Community Relations Author: 

Recipient: Not specified 
· Date: 10/01 /98 

'. Document #: OPE-ER-159-98 

J . 

Title: 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Transmittal of the Final Proposed Plan (Rev 6} for Waste Area Group 3-
ldaho Chemical Processing Plant, Idaho National Engineering and 
Environmental Laboratory 
Hain, K.E. 
Pierre, W.; Nygard, D. 
10/14/98 

Document #: 15054 

Title: DOE-HQ Approval and Comments on the Draft Proposed Plan for 
Remediation of the Idaho National Engineering and Environmental 
Laboratory, Waste Area Group 3, Operable Unit 3-13, Idaho Chemical 
Processing Plant, Comprehensive Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Robison, S.A. 
Hain, K.E. 
11/14/97 
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FILE NUMBER 

AR4.3 PROPOSED PLAN (continued} 

J. 

J, 

Document#: OPE-ER-68-98 
Title: 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Document#: 
Title: 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Document#: 

Transmittal of the Rev;:,cld Drat~ .~1oposed Plan, (Rev. 1 J for Waste Area 
Group 3, Idaho Chemical Processing Plant, Idaho National Engineering 
and Environmental Laboratory 
Jenkins, T.W. 
Pierre, W.; Nygard, D. 
04/17/98 

OPE-ER-7 8-98 

Transmittal of the Revised Draft Proposed Plan, (Rev. 2) for Waste Area 
Group 3, Idaho Chemical Processing Plant, Idaho National Engineering 
and Environmental Laboratory 
Jenkins, T.W. 
Pierre, w:; Nygard, D. 
05/14/98 

OPE-ER-104-98 

• 

Transmittal of the Revised Draft Proposed Plan, (Rev. 3) for Waste Area • 
Group 3, Idaho Chemical Processing Plant, Idaho National Engineering 
and Environmental Laboratory 
Jenkins, T. W. 

Title: 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Document #: 
Title: 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Document#: 
Title: 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Pierre, W.; Nygard, D. 
06/22/98 

OPE-ER-261-97 

Transmittal of the Draft Proposed Plan for Waste Area Group 3, Idaho 
Chemical Processing Plant, Idaho National Engineering and Environmental 
Laboratory 
Jenkins, T.W. 
Pierre, W.; Nygard, D. 
12/04/97 

OPE-ER-1 33-98 

Transmittal of the Revised Draft Proposed Plan (Rev 4) for Waste Area 
Group 3, Idaho Chemical Processing Plant, Idaho National Engineering 
and Environmental Laboratory 
Jenkins, T.W. 
Pierre, W.; Nygard, D. 
08/17/98 
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OPERABLE UNIT 3-13 09/22/99 

FILE NUMBER 

AR4.3 PROPOSED PLAN {continued) 

J. 

J_ 

ARS.1 

J. 

Document #: OPE-ER-148-98 
Title: Transmittal of the Revised Draft Proposed Plan !Rev 5) for Waste Area 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Group 3, Idaho Chemical Processing Plant, Idaho National Engineering 
and Environmental Laboratory 
Jenkins, T.W. 
Pierre, W.; Nygard, 0. 
09/15/98 

Document #: OPE-ER-28-98 

Title: Transmittal of the Revised Draft Proposed Plan for Waste Area Group 3, 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Idaho Chemical Processing Plant, Idaho National Engineering and 
Environmental Laboratory 
Jenkins, T.W. 
Pierre, W.; Nygard, D. 
02/13/98 

RECORD OF DECISION 

Document #: OPE-ER-44-99 
Title: Transmittal of the Draft Record of Decisi_on -Idaho Nuclear Technology 

and Engineering Center, Idaho National Engineering and Environmental 
Laboratory 

Author: Hain, K.E. 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Pierre, W.; Nygard, D. 
03/29/99 

J Document #: OPE-ER-119-99 -
Title: Transmittal of the Final Record of Decision -Idaho Nuclear Technology 

and Engineering Center, Idaho National Engineering and Environmental 
Laboratory 

Author: Hain, K.E. 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Pierre, w:; Nygard, D. 
08/30/99 

.1 Document #: OPE-ER-99-99 
Title: Transmittal of the Draft Final Record of Decision - Idaho Nuclear 

Technology and Engineering Center, Idaho National Engineering and 
Environmental Laboratory 

Author: Hain, K.E. 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Pierre, W.; Nygard, D. 
07/20/99 
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AR5.1 RECORD OF DECISION (continued) 

J Document #: OPE-ER-28-99 

Title: Transmittal of the Draft Record of Decision -Idaho Nuclear Technology 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

and Engineering Center, Idaho National Engineering and Environmental 
Laboratory 
Hain, K.E. 
Kluk, A. 
02/17/99 

AR5.4 RECORD OF DECISION REVIEW COMMENTS 

J. Document #: 10679 

Title: IDHW/DEQ Comments on Draft Record of Decision - Idaho Nuclear 
Technology and Engineering Center 
Not specified 
Jenkins, T.W. 
03/01/99 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

). Document #: 10681 

Title: IDHW/DEQ Comments on Draft Record of Decision· - Idaho 
Technology and Engineering Center (DOE/10-10660) 
Reno, S.l. Author: 

Nuclear 

Recipient: Hain, K.E. 
Date: 05/14/99 

J. Document #: 10682 

Title: IDHW/DEQ Comments on Draft Final Record of Decision, Idaho Nuclear 
Technology and Engineering Center (DOE:10-10660) 
Reno, S.L. Author: 

Recipient: Hain, K.E. 
Date: 08/04/99 

J. Document #: 10683 

Title: EPA Review of Draft Final Record of Decision (ROD) for 0.U. 3-13, Idaho 
Chemical Processing Plant 
Pierre, W. Author: 

Recipient: Hain, K.E. 
Date: 08i04!99 
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OPERABLE UNIT 3-13 09/22/99 

FILE NUMBER 

AR10.1 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

J. 

J. 

J. 

J. 

J. 

J. 

Document #: 18079 

Title: Concern over Department' s Proposed Plan for· Waste Area Group 3 at 
the Idaho Chemical Processing Plant at !NEEL and Request Personal 
Attention in Redirecting Critical Aspects of Effort - Request Public 
Comment be Extended for Thirty Days 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Chenoweth, H. 
Richardson, B., DOE-HQ 
12/18/98 

Document #: 18080 
Title: Response to Congresswoman Helen Chenoweth 
Author: Owendoff, J.M. 
Recipient: · Richardson, B., DOE-HQ 
Date: 02/01 /99 

Document #: 18081 

Title: Response to Congresswoman Helen Chenoweth -Public Comment Period 
on Proposed Plan for INTEC Extended 

Author: Richardson, 8., DOE-HQ 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Chenoweth, H. 
02/22/99 

Document II: OPE-ER-73-98 

Title: Response to Recommendation on Proposed Soils Repository at the Idaho 
National Engineering and Environmental Laboratory 

Author: Jenkins, T.W. 
Recipient: Rice, C.M. 
Date: 04/29/98 

Document #: OPE-ER-48-99 

Title: Response to Recommendation on the Proposed Plan for Remedial Action 

Author: 
at the Idaho Chemical Processing Plant (Waste Area Group 3) 
Jenkins, T.W. 

Recipient: Rice, C.M. 
Date: 03/31 /99 

Document #: 10684 
Title: Comments on the WAG 3 Proposed Plan 
Author: 
Recipient: 
Ca~,:: 

 
Lyle, J. L 
1 2, 17 ·98 
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FILE NUMBER 

AR10.1 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES (continued) 

J. Document #: 10685 

Title: Comments on WAG 3 
Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Priestley, F. 
Chenoweth, H. 
01 /01199 

J Document II: 10686 

09/22/99 

Title: Comment on the Proposed Plan for WAG 3 
Author:  
Recipient: Simpson, E. A. 
Date: 12/15/98 

J. Document#: 10687 

J.. 

Title: WAG 3 Comments 
Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

 
Simpson, E. A. 
12/02/98 

Document #: 10688 
Title: Comments on WAG 3 
Author:  
Recipient: Simpson, E. A. 
Date: 10/31 /98 

J, Document #: 10689 

Title: Comments on WAG 3 
Author:  
Recipient: Simpson, E. A. 
Date: 10/27 /9 

J. Document #: 10690 

Title: Idaho Chemical Processing Plant (lNTECJ Proposed Plan Comments 
Author: Commander, J. 
Recipient: Lyle, J. ~. 
Date: 12/01.:98 

J Document #: 10691 

Title: Comments on Proposed Clean-up Plan for INEEL Chemical Processing 
Plant 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Lemley, J. K. 
Lyle, J. L. 
12;18:'98 
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OPERABLE UNIT 3-13 09/22/99 · 

FILE NUMBER 

AR10.1 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES (continued) 

J Document#: 
Title: 
Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

J. Document #: 
Title: 
Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

/,. Document#: 
Title: 
Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

J. Document#: 
Title: 
Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

J. Document#: 
Title: 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

J. Document#: 
Title: 
Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

10692 
Comments on WAG 3 
Hobson, S .. 
Chenoweth, H. 
02/08/99 

10693 
Comments on WAG 3 
Crapo, M; Craig, L.; Simpson, M. 
Bergholz, W. 
02/09/99 

10694 
Comments on WAG 3 

 
DOE-ID 
02/11 /99 

10695 
Comments on WAG 3 

 
Simpson, E. A. 
02/08/99 

10696 
Comments on Environmental Remediation at Idaho National Engineering 
Laboratory, Idaho Chemical Processing Plant Radioactive Waste 
Management Complex 

Community Relations Coordinator 
04/06/99 

10697 
Draft Comments (7/14/98) ICPP Draft Cleanup Plan 

Community Relations Coordinator 
07 /14i98 
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FILE NUMBER 

AR10.1 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES (continued) 

J Document #: 10698 

J. 

Title: Comments ICPP Draft Cleanup Plan 
Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Pierre W.; Trever, K.; Wichmann, T. 
08/14/98 

Document #: 106,99 
Title: Comments on Department of Energy Idaho National Engineering and 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Environmental Laboratory Idaho Chemical Processing Plan Proposed 
Cleanup Plan 

Community Relations Coordinator 
11/19/98 

Document #: 10700 
Title: Comments on Proposed Plan for Idaho Chemical Processing Plant 
Author:  
Recipient: Lyle, J. L. 
Date: 12/21 /98 

J. Document #: 10701 
Title: Public Comment Clean Up Plan for Waste Area Group 3 (Idaho Chemical 

Processing Plantl !NEEL 
Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Community Relations Coordinator 
12/22/98 

J. Document#: 10702 
Title: Idaho Chemical Processing Plant (INTEC) Proposed Plan -Comment 
Author:  
Recipient: 
Date: 

Community Relations Coordinator 
12/22/98 

J. Document #: 10703 
Title: Comments to WAG 3 Proposed Plan 
Author: Robo, R. 
Recipient: Lyle, J. L. 
Date: 12/21 /98 
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FILE NUMBER 

AR10.1 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES (continued) 

J. 

J. 

Document #: 10704 

Title: Comments on the Proposed Plan for Waste Area Group 3-ldaho Chemical 
Processing Plant Idaho National Engineering and Environmental 

ake River Alliance 
Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Community Relations Coordinator 
12/22/98 

Document #: 10705 

Title: Comments on ICPP Proposed Plan 
Author:  
Recipier.it: Community Relations Coordinator 
Date: 1 2/22/98 

J. Document #: 10706 
Title: WAG 3 Comments 
Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Citizens Advisory Board 
Community Relations Coordinator 
11 /18/98 

AR10.3 PUBLIC NOTICE(S) 

J. Document #: 10545 

J. 

Title: 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Notice of Availability - Meetings Scheduled on Cleanup of Idaho Nuclear 
Technology and Engineering Center 
INEEL Community Relations 
Not specified 
10/22/98 

Document #: 16878 

Title: Notice of Availability - Comment Period Extended on Proposed Cleanup 
Plan for Idaho Nuclear Technology and Engineering Center 
!NEEL Community Relations 
Not specified 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 01 /11 /99 
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FILE NUMBER 

AR10.4 PUBLIC MEETING TRANSCRIPTS 

J. 

Document #: 10675 

Title: lNEEL Public Meeting on Proposed Cleanup 
Processing Plant (INTEC) -Idaho Falls. Idaho 
!NEEL Community Relations 

Plan for Idaho Chemical 
Author: 

Not specified 
11 /16/98 

Recipient: 
Date: 

Document#: 10676 

Title: lNEEL Public Meeting on Proposed Cleanup 
Processing Plant (INTEC) - Twin Falls, Idaho 
!NEEL Community Relations 

Plan for Idaho Chemical 
Author: 

Not specified 
11 /17/98 

Recipient: 
Date: 

Document#: 10677 

Title: !NEEL Public Meeting on Proposed Cleanup 
Processing Plant (INTEC) -Boise, Idaho 
!NEEL Community Relations Author: 

Not specified 
11 /18/98 

Recipient: 
Date: 

Document #: 10678 

Title: !NEEL Public Meeting on Proposed Cleanup 
Processing Plant (INTEC) -Moscow, Idaho 
INEEL Community Relations Author: 

Not specified 
11 /19/98 

Recipient: 
Date: 

Plan for Idaho Chemical 

Plan for Idaho Chemical 

AR10.6 
FACT SHEETS ANO PRESS RELEASES 

J. Document #: 14841 

Title: Update Fact Sheet - Comprehensive investigation identifies extent of 
contamination within Waste Area Group 3 
!NEEL Community Relations 
Not specified 
11 /01 /97 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 
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OPERABLE UNIT 3-13 09/22/99 

FILE NUMBER 

AR10.6 FACT SHEETS AND PRESS RELEASES (continued) 

J. 

J. 

Document#: 14840 

Title: Update Fact Sheet - Waste Area Group 3 environmental investigation 
nearly complete 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

INEEL Community Relations 
Not specified 
09/01 /98 

Document#: 6520 

Title: DOE NEWS - for Immediate Release - WINCO Coordinates Effort to 
Recycle Contaminated Metal 

Author: Bugger, B. 
Recipient: Not specified 
Date: 06/01 /93 

Document #: 6548 

Title: DOE NEWS -for Immediate Release -DOE Completes 
Assessment on Upgrading Chem Plant Tank Farm 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Coe, M. 
Not specified 
06/24/93 

Environmental 

J. Document #: 6710 

Title: DOE NEWS -for Immediate Release -Idaho Chemical Processing Plant 
Transition Plan Made Available to the Public 

Author: Coe, M. 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Not specified 
08/05/93 

J. Document #: 6805 

Title: DOE NEWS -for Immediate Release -Removal Actions to Take Place at 
the Idaho Chemical Processing Plant 

Author: Bugger, B. 
Recipient: Not specified 
Date: 09/24/93 

J. Document #: 6836 

Title: DOE NEWS - for Immediate Release - WINCO, Private Vendor 
Demonstrates Technology for Cleaner Decontamination 
Bugger, B. Author: 

Recipient: Not specified 
Date: 10/15/93 
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AR10.6 
FACT SHEETS AND PRESS RELEASES (continued) 

J, Document #: 7559 

Title: DOE NEWS -for Immediate Release -Retech Sign Agreement for Test 
Melt of Contaminated Metal 
Bugger, 8. 
Not specified 
03/30/94 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

J, Document#: 7595 

Title: DOE NEWS -for Immediate Release -Engineers New Sensor System with 
Arms Control, Cleanup Applications 
Bugger, 8. 
Not specified 
04/01 /94 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

AR11.1 
EPA HEADQUARTERS GUIDANCE 

J. Document #: 14842 

Title: Response to Recommendations from the National Remedy Review Board 
(NRRB) on the Proposed Remedy for INTEC 

Author: Rose, K.A. 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Jenkins, T. 
08/05/98 

AR11.4 TECHNICAL SOURCES 

J 
Document #: WM-F1-83-006 

Title: Internal Technical Report -Radiological Characterization and Decision 
Analysis for the CPP-603 BIF Filter Room 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Schmidt, D.A.; Smith, D.L.; Smith, S.S.; Wilding, M.W. 
Not specified 
05/01 /83 

Document #: WM-F1-83-024 

Title: Internal Technical Report -Radiological Characterization and 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Analysis for the CPP-603 Fuel-Element Cutting Facility 
Schmidt, D.A.; Smith, D.L. 
Not specified 
09/01 /83 
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FILE NUMBER 

AR11.4 . TECHNICAL SOURCES (continued) 

J. Document#: WM-F1-81-004 

J. 

Title: Internal Technical Report -CPP-633 NaK Furnace Characterization 
Author: Smith, D.L.; Bradford, D.J. 
Recipient: Not specified 
Date: 03/01 /81 

Document#: WM-F1-81-010 

Title: Internal Technical Report -Characterization of the RALA Off-Gas Cell, 
CPP-631 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Smith, D.L.; Bradford, D.J. 
Not specified 
05/01/81 

Document#: WM-Fl-81-023, Rev. 1 

Title: Internal Technical Report -Radioactive Waste Characterization of CPP-
603 Cleanup Basin System -CPP-740 

Author: Low, J.0. 
Recipient: Not specified 
Date: 05/01 /82 

AR11.6 TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM 

J. Document #: 17286 

Title: Transmittal of the Draft Technical Memorandum on the Hydrogeology at 
the Idaho Chemical Process Plant 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Jenkins, T.W. 
Jones, E.; Reno, S.L. 
10/28/94 

J. Document #: OPE-ER-199-96 

Title: Transmittal of the Three Technical Memoranda on Technology Screening, 
Remedial Action Objectives, and Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Requirements 
Jensen, N.R. 
Pierre, W.; Nygard, D. 
12/23/96 
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FILE NUMBER 

. AR11.6 TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM (continued) 

J Document #: WINCO- 1060 
Title: Modeling Hypothetical Groundwater Transport of Nitrates, Chromium, 

and Cadmium at the Idaho Chemical Processing Plant 
Author: Thomas, T.R. 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Not specified 
11/01/88 

J. Document#: EGG-ER-11101 
Title: Technical Memorandum for the WAG 3 and WAG 10 Soils Treatability 

Study: Physical Separation of Radionuclides in Soils 
Author: Gombert, D.; Honeycutt, T.K.; Goettsche, J.H.; Huestis, G.M.; Tranter, 

T.J. 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Not specified 
12i01 /93 

AR12.1 EPA COMMENTS 

J. Document#: 5776 
Title: Comments on the Technical Memorandum Conceptual Flow and 

Transport Models of the Unsaturated and Saturated Zones for the 
WAG 3 Comprehensive RI/FS 

Author: Meyer, L. 
Recipient: Green, L. 
Date: 06/17/94 

J. Document#: 5778 
Title: EPA Comments on the Draft Aquifer Characteristics Technical 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Memorandum 
Meyer, L. 
Green, L. 
08/10/94 

J, Document#: 5777 
Title: Review Comments of the Draft Technical Work Plan for the WAG 3 and 

WAG 10 Radionuclide-Contaminated Soils Treatability Study 
Author: Liverman, E. 
Recipient: Green, L. 
Date: 03.'18:'94 
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• FILE NUMBER 

AR12.1 EPA COMMENTS (continued) 

J. 

J. 

J. 

• 
J. 

J. 

• 

Document #: 5783 

Title: EPA Comments, Draft Scope of Work for the Waste Area Group 3 
Comprehensive RI/FS 

Author: Meyer, L. 
Recipient: Green, L. 
Date: 08/08/94 

Document #: 10429 

Title: EPA Comments, Draft Comprehensive 
Processing Plant (OU 3-13) 
Orlean, H. Author: 

RI/FS for the Idaho Chemical 

Recipient: Hain, K.E. 
Date: . 08/13/97 

Document #: 15038 

Title: EPA Comments on Idaho Chemical Processing Plant (ICPP}. INEL Waste 
Area Group (WAG) 3 Technical Workplan for Perched Water Pumping 
and Tracer Tests 

Author: Jones, E. 
Recipient: Green, L.A. 
Date: 10/19/94 

Document #: 15053 

Title: Additional EPA Comments on Draft Comprehensive RI/FS for the Idaho 
Chemical Processing Plant (OU 3-1 3) 

Author: Orlean, H. 
Recipient: Hain, K.E. 
Date: 09/12/97 

Document #: 18066 

Title: Idaho Chemical Processing Plant (ICPPI, INEL Waste Area Group (WAG) 
3 Technical Memorandum for Radiologically Contaminated Soils (New 
Unit NU-21 .93) 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Jones, E. 
Green, L.A. 
11 /18/94 
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AR12.1 EPA COMMENTS (continued) 

J. Document II: 18071 
Title: EPA Review of "Draft ICPP Radionuclide-Contaminated Soils Removal 

Action EE/CA" 
Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Pierre, W. 
Jensen, N.R. 
01/30/97 

1 Document #: 18077 

), 

), 

J 

J 

Title: EPA Comments on the Supplemental Feasibility Study for the Idaho 
Chemical Processing Plan by the Environmental Protection Agency 

Author: EPA 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Not specified 
09/09/99 

Document #: 18078 
Title: EPA Comments on the Draft Final Proposed Plan for the ICPP 
Author: Rose, K.R. 
Recipient: Not specified 
Date: 09/09/99 

Document #: 12995 
Title: EPA Comments on Draft Comprehensive RI/FS for the Idaho Chemical 

Processing Plant OU 3-13 -Part A, RI/BRA Report 
Author: Orlean, H. 
Recipient: Jensen, N.R. 
Date: 10t04i96 

Document #: 2317 
Title: EPA Comments on INEL Initial Assessment Ranking Update on CPP-55 

Author: 
Closure Plan Review, and CPP- 77 Summary Assessment Review 
Feigner, K.D. 

Recipient: Gesell, T.F. 
Date: 12/24/87 

Document #: 2494 
Title: EPA Review of Selected Summary Assessments 
Author: Feigner, K.D. 
Recipient: Gesell, T.F. 
Date: 01 /05i88 
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FILE NUMBER 

AR12.1 EPA COMMENTS (continued) 

'. Document #: 2668 

Title: EPA Review of INEL Closure Plan Reviews for TAN-726, Ion Exchange 
Treatment Unit, TAN-674 Tank, IET Container Storage Unit, and Hg 
Contaminated Area -CPP-55 

P.uthor: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Feigner, K.D. 
Gesell, T.F.; Clark, C.E. 
10/27 /87 

J. Document #: 3537 

Title: EPA Review Summary Assessments 
Author: Gearheard, M.; Koshuta, C. 
Recipient: Weiler, H. 
Date: , 10/16/89 

J. Document #: 6318 

Title: EPA Closure Plan Review Mercury Contamina~ed Area CPP-55 
Author: Tetra Tech, Inc. 
Recipient: Not specified 
Date: 10/01 /87 

J. Document #: 6497 

Title: EPA Summary Assessment Reviews 
Author: Feigner, K.D. 
Recipient: Clark, C.E. 
Date: . 05/21 /87 

J. Document #: 6709 

Title: EPA Notice of Deficiency for Closure Plan Submittal 
Author: Gearheard, M.F.; Koshuta, C.R. 
Recipient: Solecki, J.E. 
Date: 10/26/89 

'· Document #: 8682 
Title: 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

EPA/IDHW Notice of Deficiencies for Sixteen INEL Closure Plans; CPP·55, 
CPP-37, CPP-33, CPP-34, CPP-48, CPP-39, CPP-63, CPP-47, CPP-40, 
CPP-59, CPP-64, TSF Disposal Pond, CFA-03, CFA-02, TAN-629 ·and 
CFA Motor Pool Pond 
Gearheard. M.F.; Koshuta, C.R. 
Weiler, F.H. 
11 i08i86 
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AR12.2 IDHW COMMENTS 

J Document#: 5779 

Title: IDHW/OEQ Informal CommenLs on Sediment Layering Effect on 
Contaminant Transport for Nonperched Unsaturated Areas at the ICPP 
Reno, S.L. Author: 

Recipient: Jenkins, T. 
Date: 08/30/94 

J. Document#: 5782 

J. 

Title: IDHW/DEQ Comments, Draft Scope of Work for the Waste Area Group 
3 Comprehensive RliFS 

Author: Reno, S.L. 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Green, L. 
08/10/94 

Document #: 15034 

Title: IDHW/DEQ Comments on Draft Technical Memorandum Waste Area 
Group 3, Comprehensive Remedial Investigation Baseline Risk 
Assessment Methodology, OU 3-1 3, September 28, 1994 Author: Reno, S.L. 
Jenkins, T.W. 
11 /01 /94 

Recipient: 
Date: 

Document #: 1 5035 

Title: IDHW/DEQ Concurrence with Draft Final Scope of Work, Waste Group 
3 Comprehensive Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study 
Reno, S.L. Author: 

Recipient: Green, L.A. 
Date: 10/06/94 

Document #: 1 5040 

Title: IDHW/DEQ Comments on Technical Memorandum on the Hydrogeology 
at the Idaho Chemical Processing Plant, OU 3-1 3 
Reno, S.L. Author: 

Jenkins, T. W. 
11 /22/94 

Recipient: 
Date: 
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FILE NUMBER 

AR12.2 IDHW COMMENTS (continued) 

J' 

J. 

J 

J. 

J. 

Document #: 15045 

Title: IDHW/DEQ Review and Comment Period for Draft Sampling and Analysis 
Plan for the Waste Area Group 3 Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study 
Reno, S.L. Author: 

Recipient: Jenkins, T.W. 
Date: 02/17/95 

Document #: 1 5051 

Title: IDHW/DEQ Comments on the Comprehensive RI/FS for the Idaho 
Chemical Processing Plant OU 3-13 at the INEEL (Draft}, June 1 997 
Reno, S.L. Author: 

Recipient: Hain, K.E. 
Date: 09/03/97 

Document #: 5784 

Title: IDHW/DEQ Informal Comments on Technical Memorandum Assessment 
of Porflow Boundary Conditions for Use in the ICPP Unsaturated Zone 
Model and Attachment A Assessment of the Cylindrical Coordinate 
Option in Porf low 

Author: 
Recipient:. 
Date: 

Reno, S.L. 
Jenkins, T. 
08/30/94 

Document #: 5785 

Title: IDHW/DEQ Concurrence with Draft Final Scope of Work, Waste Area 
Group {WAG) 3 Comprehensive RI/FS 

Author: Reno, S.L. 
Recipient: Green, L. 
Date: 10/06/94 

Document #: 1 5039 

Title: IDHWiOEQ Comments on Draft Technical Memorandum for the Water 
Quality Trend Analysis in the Snake River Plain Aquifer, Idaho Chemical 
Processing Plant, October 6, 1994, OU 3-13 

Author: Reno, S.L. 
Recipient: Jenkins, T.W. 
Date: 11 /07/94 
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AR12.2 IDHW COMMENTS (continued) 

Document #: 15044 
Title: IDHWiDEQ Informal 

Conceptual Model 
Reno, S.L. 

Comments on Draft WAG 3 Saturated Zone 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Jenkins, T.W. 
01/09!95 

J Document #: 15036 

Title: IDHW/DEQ Comments on Closure Plan for CPP-34/INEL 
Author: Lane, R. 

Monson, B.R. 
08/14/90 

Recipient: 
Date: 

J. Document #: 15037 

J. 

Title: /DHW/DEQ Comments on Draft Technical Work Plan for the Idaho 
Chemical Processing Plant Perched Ground Water Pumping and Tracer 
Tests, September 16, 1994 

Author: Reno, S.L. 
Recipient: Jenkins, T.W. 
Date: 10/18/94 

Document #: 18069 

Title: IDHW/DEQ Review Comments on the Draft Track Two Summary Report 
for Operable Unit (OU) 3-08 at the Idaho Chemical Processing Plant 
(ICPP), Waste Area Group 3 !WAG 3) 

Author: Stoops, T.M. 
Recipient: Green, L.A. 
Date: 06/09/93 

Document #: 18040 

Title: IDHW/DEQ Review of Draft Final Scope of Work for the WAG 3 North 
Area Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (OU 3-08a) 
Rosenberger, M.S. 
Green, L.A. 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 03!09i94 
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FILE NUMBER 

AR12.2 IDHW COMMENTS (continued) 

J. 

Document fl: 18041 

Title: IDHW/OEQ Review of Draft SOW for Waste Area Group 03, Operable 
Unit 08a; Idaho Chemical Processing Plant 

Author: Stoops, T.M. 
Recipient: Green, L.A. 
Date: 01/19/94 

Document #: 15055 
Title: IOHW/DEQ Comments on the Comprehensive RI/FS for the 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Chemical Processing Plant OU 3-13 at the !NEEL (Draft Final) 
Reno, S.L. 
Hain, K.E. 
11/14/97 

Idaho 

J. Document #: 15059 

,. 

J. 

J. 

Title: IDHW/DEO Informal Comments on the Working Draft of Proposed Plan 
for Waste Area Group 3, Idaho Chemical Processing Plant 

Author: Reno, S,L. 
Recipient: Jenkins, T.W. 
Date: 01 /09/98 
Document #: 18023 

Title: IDHW/DEO Comments on Waste Area Group 3 Comprehensive Remedial 
Investigation/Feasibility Study Work Plan (Draft) 

Author: Reno, S.l. 
Recipient: Green, L.A. 
Date: 05/01 /95 

Document #: 18068 
Title: IDHW/DEQ Comments on Technical Memorandum for the ICPP 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Radiologically Contaminated Soils {New Unit NU-21.93), OU 3-13 
Reno, S.L. 
Jenkins, T.W. 
11 /18/94 

Document #: 12996 
Title: IDHW/DEQ Comments on Comprehensive RI/FS for the Idaho Chemical 

Processing Plant OU 3-13 at the INEL -Part A, RI/BRA (Draft) (DOE 10-, 
10534, August 1996. Revision 0) 

Author: Reno, S.L. 
Recipient: Jensen, N.R. 
Date: 10!08i96 
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AR12.2 IDHW COMMENTS (continued) 

J Document #: 14351 
Title: IDHW/DEQ Comments on Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis for 

Radionuclide-Contaminated Soils Removal Action at the Idaho Chemical 
Processing Plant (DOE, 10-10568, February 1 997) 

Author: Reno, S.L. 
Recipient: Jensen, N.R. 
Date: 03/27!97 

Document #: 16292 
Title: IDHW/OEQ Comments on the Revised Draft Proposed Plan for Waste 

Group 3 at the Idaho Chemical Processing Plant 
Author: Reno, S.L. 
Recipient: Hain, K.E. 
Date: 03/06/98 

), Document #: 16293 
Title: IDHW/DEQ Comments on theDraft Comprehensive RI/FS for the Idaho 

Chemical Processing Plant OU 3-13 at the INEEL -Part B, FS Supplement 
Report 

Author: Reno, S.L. 
Recipient: Hain, K.E. 
Date: 03/26/98 

J Document #: 6112 
Title: IDHW/DEQ Comments Concerning the Public Comment Period for the 

Closure Plan for CPP-55 
Author: 
Recipient: 

Donovan, R.P.; Findley, C.E. 
Barry, J.H. 

Date: 09/19/89 

Document #: 6725 
Title: IDHW/DEQ Review of the Revised Closure Plan for CPP-23 
Author: Koshuta, C.R. 
Recipient: Solecki, J.E. 
Date: 04/17 i90 
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FILE NUMBER 

AR12.3 DOE RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

J. Document#: 2820 

J. 

J. 

Title: 
Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Caliper Logs for CPP-23 Injection Well 
Solecki, J.E. 
Monson, B.R. 
08/22/90 

Document #: 6036 
Title: Summary Assessments 
Author: Solecki, J.E. 
Recipient: Gearheard, M. 
Date: 03/13/90 

Document#: 906 

09/22/99 

Title: State of Idaho Request for Information Concerning the Status of "A 
Shallow Seepage Pit on the West Side of CPP-603" (SWMU CPP-21 
Solecki, J.E. 

·'· 

Author: 
Recipient: Nygard, D. 
Date: 12/07/89 

Document #: 6635 
Title: 
Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Response to State Questions 
Green, L.A. 
Hendrickson, 8. 
04/26/90 

J. Document #: OPE-EP-131 -97 

Title: Regulatory Position on the Status of CPP 709 and CPP 734 
Author: Wessman, D.L. 
Recipient: Steger, R. 
Date: 04/10/97 

J. Document #: OKE-21 ~so 
Title: Strontium 90 in Borehole CPP-55-06 
Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Earle, 0.K. 
Lyle, J.L. 
12/06/90 

g.59 

1 



OPERABLE UNIT 3-13 09/22/99 

FILE NUMBER 

AR12.3 DOE RESPONSE TO COMMENTS (continued) 

J, Document #: OKE-13-91 
Title: Revised LDU Questionnaires 
Author: Earle, O.K. 
Recipient: Lyle, J.L. 
Date: 02/04/91 

J. Document#: OKE-18-90 

J, 

J. 

J. 

Title: Strontium 90 in Borehole CPP-55-06 
Author: Earle, O.K. 
Recipient: Sato, W.N. 
Date: 11 /19/90 

Document #: OPE-ER-101-97 
Title: Response to Recommendation on the Technology Screening and 

Alternative Development for WAG 3 Comprehensive Feasibility Study 
Report 

Author: Jenkins, T. W. 
Recipient: Rice, C.M. 
Date: 06/18/97 

Document #: DJB-41-89 
Title: Summary Assessment Review Letter from the EPA/ST A TE 
Author: Blumberg, D.J. 
Recipient: Weiler, F.H. 
Date: 11 i09/89 

Document #: DJB-49-90 
Title: October 16, 1989 EPA Request for Additional Information for Deletion 

of Selected SWMU' s from the COCA through the Summary Assessment 
Process 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Blumberg, D.J. 
Panasiti, J.D. 
05/23/90 

Document #: DJB-09-90 
Title: Summary Assessment Review Letter from the EPA/ST ATE 
Author: Blumberg, D.J. 
Recipient: Weiler, F.H. 
Date: 01 /12.-90 
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FILE NUMBER 

AR12.3 DOE RESPONSE TO COMMENTS (continued) 

J.. 

J.. 

J. 

J.. 

J. 

Document #: AJM-23-89 
Title: EPA Region X and Idaho Department of Health and Welfare Conditions 

tor Closure of LOU CPP-55 
Author: Matule, A.J. 
Recipient: Weiler, F.H. 
Date: 05/26/89 

Document#: OPE-ER-196-96 
Title: Response to Comments for the Waste Area Group 3, Draft 

Comprehensive Remedial Investigation and Baseline Risk Assessment 
Report (RI/BRA), Part A of the Comprehensive Remedial Investigation, 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Feasibility Study Report 
· Jines, A.T. 

Pierre, W.; Nygard, D. 
12/17/96 

Document#: DJB-40-89 

Title: Response to Notice of Deficiency for Closure Plan Submittal Received 
from the EPA/ST A TE 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Blumberg, D.J. 
Weiler, F.H. 
11 /09/89 

Document #: GS-04-90 

Title: Revision of WINCO' s Response to EPA Region X' s Review of Summary 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Assessments CPP-41, CPP-43, CPP-70, CPP-71, CPP-76, and CPP-77 
Sehlke, G. 
Blumberg, D.J. 
03/07/90 

Document #: GS-15-89 
Title: Response to EPA' s Notice of Deficiency for WINCO' s Accelerated 

Closure Plan Schedule 
Author: Sehlke, G. 
Recipient: Blumberg, D.J. 
Date: 11 /08/89 
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AR12.3 DOE RESPONSE TO COMMENTS (continued) 

J, Document#: ERD-161-91 
Title: Response to lnformanon Rell._.est 

Sampling Data at CPP-55-06 
by Regarding 

Author: Lyle, J.L. 
Recipient: Ledger, J.D. 
Date: 05i09;91 

J Document r;: ERD-209-91 

Title: Response to Regulatory Comments on Closure Plan for CPP-59, Kerosene 
Tan,.;. Overflow 

Author: Burns, T.F. 
Recipient: Gearheard, M. 
Date: 05/30/91 

AR12.4 EXTENSION REQUESTS AND APPROVALS 

J Document ti: 10298 

Title: Extension of Review Period on the Comprehensive RI/FS for the Idaho 
Chemical Processing Plant OU 3-13 at the INEL--Part A, RI/BRA Report 
(Draft) - (OPE-ER-1 22-96J 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Reno, S.L. 
Jensen, N.R.; Pierre, W. 
08/29i96 

J Document II: 10430 

J 

Title: Extension of Review Period on the Comprehensive RI/FS for the Idaho 
Chemical Processing Plant OU 3-13 at the INEEL (Draft) - (DOE,ID-

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

10572, June 1997) 
Reno, S.L. 
Hain, K.E.; Pierre. W. 
08/11 /97 

Document #: OPE-ER-67-98 

Title: Request for Extension of the OU 3-1 3 Draft ROD and Related Documents 
Author: Hain, K.E. 
Recipient: Pierre, W.; Nygard, D. 
Date: 05/15/98 
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OPERABLE UNIT 3-13 09/22/99 

FILE NUMBER 

AR12.4 EXTENSION REQUESTS AND APPROVALS (continued) 
J Document #: 10446 

Title: Concurrence with enforceable schedule extension 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Record of Decision 
Nygard, D. 
Hain, K.E. 
05/27/98 

for OU 3-13 Draft 

J. Document #: 1044 7 

J. 

). 

). 

Title: Concurrence on Request for Extension of Enforceable Milestone for OU 
3-13 Draft Record of Decision (ROD) 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Pierre, W. 
Hain, K.E. 
05/27/98 

Document #: 15057 
Title: Request for 20-Day Extension of Comment Period on the Draft Proposed 

Plan for the ldaho Chemical Processing Plant at INEEL 
Author: Rose, K.A. 
Recipient: Hain, K.E. 
Date: 12/30/97 

Document #: 611 5 
Title: Receipt of your Notice of Delay dated 9/28/92 for submission of Track 

Two Summary Reports for Operable Units 3-07 and 3-08 
Author: Stoops, T.M. 
Recipient: Lyle, J.L. 
Date: 10/26/92 

Document #: 905 
Title: INEL Request for Extension for Closure Plans for COCA Units CPP-64, 

CPP-59 and CPP-39 
Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Gearheard, M.F.; Koshuta, C.R. 
Solecki, J.E. 
08/03/90 
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FILE NUMBER 

AR12.4 EXTENSION REQUESTS AND APPROVALS (continued) 

) 

J. 

NOTE: 

Document #: OPE-ER-102-95 

Title: Extension of Comment Resolution Period on the Waste Area Group 3 
Remedial lnvest,gation;Feasibility Study Work Plan 

Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

Green, L.A. 
Pierre, W.; Nygard, D. 
06/05/95 

Document#: OPE-ER-173-96 

Title: Twenty Day Extension Notification for Submittal of the Comprehensive 
RI/FS for the Idaho Chemical Processing Plant OU 3-13 at the INEL -Part 
A, RliBRA Report (Draft Final) 

Author: 
Rec1p1ent: 
Date: 

Jenkins, T.W. 
Pierre, W.; Nygard, D. 
11/13/96 

Document #: ERD-1 97-91 

Title: Request for Extension of the CPP-59 Closure Plan Revision Schedule 
Author: Burns, T.F. 
Recipient: Ledger, J.O.; Gearheard, M. 
Date: 05/21 /91 

Sampling data can be examined at the Technical Support Building, 1580 
Sawtelle. 
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